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INTRODUCTION 


The papers gathered in this volume represent in part the proceed- 
ings of The First Graduate Student Conference on Ibn Sīnā, con- 
vened at Yale University, 17-18 March 2001, along with three papers 
solicited from Dimitri Gutas, Jules Janssens and Robert Wisnovsky, 
all of whom served as respondents at that conference. Considered 
as a whole, these papers represent the major trends and concerns 
of current scholarship on the life and thought of Avicenna, perhaps 
the most important and influential philosopher of the pre-modern 
period in the East and West. The contributions of these scholars are 
here topically divided into three sections: Before Avicenna, The Age 
of Avicenna, and After Avicenna. 


The section “Before Avicenna" contains four papers that address 
different aspects of the influence of the Classical heritage on Avicenna's 
thought as well as the many substantive modifications that Avicenna's 
own intellectual development brought to the articulation of Greek 
philosophy in Arabic. Specific issues of three of the philosophical 
disciplines treated by Avicenna, viz. logic, metaphysics, and psy- 
chology (theory of the soul) are taken up in these papers. A note- 
worthy aspect of all of these contributions 1s perhaps not the collective 
recognition of the degree to which Avicenna was indebted to his 
first master Aristotle, but rather the exploration of the philosophical 
concerns shared by the Greek commentators of Aristotle (both 
Peripatetic and Neoplatonic) and Avicenna. The study of this rela- 
tion between the commentary tradition and Avicenna is one that 
traditionally has been undeveloped in Avicenna studies and so the 
observations offered in these four contributions will undoubtedly open 
up new horizons for scholars of Avicenna. 

Asad Ahmed's *Avicenna's Treatment of Aristotelian Modals" pre- 
sents an analysis of the manner in which Avicenna addressed a prob- 
lematic aspect of Aristotle’s theory of modal syllogisms. For the 
purposes of clarifying the background to this problem, Ahmed sets 
forth useful accounts of Aristotle's theory and its “inconsistencies” 
and Avicenna's general approach to modal syllogistics. The case of 
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the two Barbaras, one of which Aristotle rejects, the other he incon- 
sistently accepts (since the argument against the first turns out to be 
applicable to the second also), serves as a model example for the 
manner in which Avicenna addresses such seemingly contradictory 
elements of Aristotelian logic. Ahmed highlights the twofold approach 
Avicenna takes. On the one hand, he defends Aristotle’s interpreta- 
tion through an interesting reading of the major premise of the two 
Barbaras, a reading which appears to have had an impact on medieval 
Latin logicians’ de re/de dicto distinction. However, Avicenna was not 
a slavish follower of Aristotle and when he departs from Aristotle’s 
theory, he does so through a unique flexibility in the construal of 
the premises (in the case at hand, necessary conclusions can be drawn 
from assertoric premises). Ahmed suggests that this flexible construal 
of premises derives in part from Avicenna’s reading of the com- 
mentaries of ‘Theophrastus and Alexander of Aphrodisias. Ahmed’s 
contribution again makes apparent both Avicenna’s mastery of the 
Classical tradition as well as his own significant contributions to the 
history of logic. 

Amos Bertolacci’s “Some Texts of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the 
Ilāhīyāt of Avicenna’s Kitab aš-Šifā”” traces one aspect of Avicenna’s 
reliance on Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the Lahiyat portion of his mag- 
num opus Kitab as-Sifa’. Unlike the direct quotations of Aristotle in 
the llahiyat, the passages Bertolacci examines involve “anonymous 
quotations” of the Metaphysics. These passages have great significance 
for the study of Avicenna’s reception of Aristotle. In a specific sense, 
they confirm Avicenna’s use of Ustat’s Arabic translation of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics, evident in the nomenclature Avicenna employs in par- 
ticular passages (in the example provided, the use of huwtya to ren- 
der “existent” rather than the more common mawģūd). In broader 
terms, these passages underscore the sophisticated exegetical tech- 
niques Avicenna employed in elucidating the doctrines of his Greek 
master. In addition, the analysis that Bertolacci applies to Avicenna’s 
use of Aristotle provides a case example of the ways in which such 
background study will aid in the future critical editing of the Sif@’. 
By identifying the sources Avicenna used in composing the /lahiyát, 
scholars will better understand his choices of philosophical termi- 
nology and will be better equipped to make sound editing decisions. 
Bertolacci’s parallel translations of the texts of Avicenna’s Jlahiyát, 
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, and Ustat’s version of the Metaphysics serve as 
a model for similar future investigations of Avicenna’s reception of 
Aristotelian philosophy. 
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In “Towards a History of Avicenna's Distinction between Immanent 
and Transcendent Causes" Robert Wisnovsky investigates Avicenna's 
division of Aristotle's four causes into those that are intrinsic to their 
effect (formal and material causes) and those that are extrinsic to 
their effect (final and efficient causes). Arguing against an earlier the- 
sis by Jean Jolivet that such a distinction was not only introduced 
by Avicenna but also represented a significant departure from Aristotle’s 
own conception of causality, Wisnovsky provides a detailed overview 
of the Greek Neoplatonic commentary tradition to which Avicenna 
was heir. In the course of this overview, Wisnovsky makes it obvi- 
ous that the commentators’ division of causes is not as significant a 
departure from Aristotle’s own “underdetermined” distinction of the 
four causes by matter (material cause) and form (formal, efficient 
and final causes). The Neoplatonic twofold division of Aristotelian 
causes apparently surfaces in Arabic philosophy for the first time in 
al-Farabi’s commentary on the Physics. Avicenna’s own treatment of 
the four-cause theory evinces a progression in the chronology of his 
writings, the relevant passages of which Wisnovsky translates. In 
Avicenna’s earliest work in this sequence, al-Hikma al-Arüdiya, the 
Neoplatonic instrumental and paradigmatic causes find a place in 
his treatment of this division. However, in his later work, al-Isarát 
wa-t-tanbīhāt, the criterion for division of the causes into the imma- 
nent/transcendent dichotomy is discarded in favor of Avicenna's own 
distinction between essence and existence which in turn serves as the 
basis for the division of formal/material causes and final/efficient 
causes. Wisnovsky concludes that Avicenna's treatment of causality 
is representative of a larger characteristic of his metaphysics, in which 
we see elements of the Neoplatonic project give way to a uniquely 
Avicennan synthesis of Arabic Aristotelianism and medieval Islamic 
theology. 

Another source of influence on Avicenna's thought, and one which 
has not been as vigorously investigated as the Aristotelian connec- 
tion, is the work of the Neoplatonic philosopher Plotinus. In “Intellect 
versus Active Intellect: Plotinus and Avicenna” Rahim Acar focuses 
attention on the question of Plotinus’ influence on Avicenna’s con- 
ception of the active intellect. Acar concludes that while there does 
not appear to be an immediately discernible relationship between 
the views of Plotinus and Avicenna (whether in the role Plotinus 
assigns the cosmic intellect in the creation of the human soul, or 
indeed in its actualization of the human potential intellect) we can 
credit Plotinus in part for Avicenna’s theory that human knowledge 
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derives ultimately from the active intellect. In the process of com- 
paring the theories of Avicenna and his philosophical predecessor 
Plotinus, Acar offers an illuminating revision of previous scholarship 
on the issue (most notably the work of Herbert Davidson). He notes 
that a more recognizable derivation of Avicenna's conception of the 
actīve intellect is to be located in the commentaries of Alexander of 
Aphrodisias and ‘Themistius on Aristotle’s De anima rather than in 
the Arabic paraphrase of Plotinus Enneads. This conclusion echoes 
in some respects the findings of Asad Ahmed in the realm of logic 
and Robert Wisnovsky in metaphysics, and highlights the importance 
of further research into Avicenna’s reliance on, or at the very least, 
his knowledge of, the Aristotehan commentary tradition. Such research 
is now all the more readily possible with the English translations of 
nearly the entire ancient commentary corpus in the series Ancient 
Commentators on Aristotle, under the general editorship of R. Sorabji. 


“The Age of Avicenna” is a useful phrase which, loosely construed, 
applies to both the period of Avicenna’s active career and also, con- 
sidering the enormous impact of his thought in later times, the sub- 
sequent periods of development in Arabic-Islamic philosophy. The 
boundaries of this “age” here are equally fluid, but the papers gath- 
ered under the section so titled all treat elements of the historical, 
social, and intellectual contexts of Avicenna’s own time. 

Only in recent years, with the work of Dimitri Gutas and Yahya 
Michot, have we seen a development in the study of the historical 
context of Avicenna’s career. In “Stealing Avicenna’s Books” I seek 
to provide an overview of the historiographical sources available to 
us for a reconstruction of that context. A specific event reported by 
Avicenna, scil. the seizure of his works during the attack on Isfahan 
by the Gaznavid forces in 421/1030, serves as a case study for the 
treatment of the few facts about Avicenna’s life known to later his- 
torians. In the course of investigating this later historiographical tra- 
dition (in Arabic and Persian), it becomes clear that the biographer 
Ibn Funduq al-Bayhaqi in his Tatummat Siwan al-hikma, while basing 
his report about the seizure of Avicenna’s works on the information 
provided by Avicenna and his students, perhaps intentionally dated 
that seizure to a putative later sack of Isfahan. In so doing, Ibn 
Fundug appears to be the source for the unverifiable legend that at 
least some of Avicenna’s books were carted off to Gazna where they 
would later be burned in the Gürid sack of that city in the mid- 
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sixth/mid-twelfth century. An examination of other contemporary or 
near-contemporary histories elicits no evidence to corroborate Ibn 
Funduq’s report, but it is his report which, with various modifications, 
is taken up by later historians such as Ibn al-Atīr. As partial expla- 
nation for Ibn Funduq's manipulation of the facts in this case I pre- 
sent other instances in Ibn Funduq's Yatimma in which the literary 
topos of just recompense for the perceived faults of Avicenna play 
a role in Ibn Funduq's accounts of Avicenna's relations with his 
contemporaries. The conclusions to be drawn from this analysis sug- 
gest that very little information about the historical context of Avi- 
cenna's career were known to later historians beyond that provided 
by Avicenna himself and his students, and where that information 
was lacking later historians had no qualms about presenting a por- 
trait of Avicenna influenced by their own reactions to him. Such 
a “re-invention” of Avicenna in this specific case is also found to 
have an impact on the accepted chronology of some of Avicenna's 
writings. 

Avicenna’s professional and intellectual relations with the Mu tazilī 
theologians of his day have, to date, received very little scholarly 
attention. Avicenna's assessment of the intellectual rigor of Mu tazilī 
views on topics in the Natural Sciences (at-tabī īyāt) and some of 
their metaphysical presuppositions can be pieced together to some 
degree from random statements in the Sia’, the Nagat, and other 
works. Alnoor Dhanani’s contribution, “Rocks in the Heavens?! The 
Encounter between ‘Abd al-Gabbar and Ibn Sina,” investigates a 
much more substantial source for such a reconstruction. In a (still 
unedited) letter to an unidentified recipient, Avicenna responds to a 
question about the nature of space (makān) in which Mu'tazilī kalām 
views and definitions are adumbrated and the leader of the Mu'tazila 
of the time, the Qadi ‘Abd al-Gabbar (d. 415/1025) is expressly 
quoted. Dhanani examines the evidence for possible professional 
contacts between Avicenna and ‘Abd al-Gabbār at the Büyid court 
at Rayy, and presents convincing arguments for Avicenna's knowl- 
edge of Mutazilī refutations of philosophy, along with a detailed 
account of ‘Abd al-Gabbār's testimony on physical theories. Dhanani's 
appraisal of the encounter between Avicenna and ‘Abd al-Gabbar 
serves as a departure point for a valuable contribution to the ongoing 
research into the areas of contact and conflict between Aristotelian 
philosophical and Islamic theological views on physical theories in 
medieval Islam. 
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In "Medical Theory and Scientific Method in the Age of Avicenna,” 
Dimitri Gutas examines the crucial question of Avicenna's concep- 
tion of the relation between theory and method in medicine. Gutas 
notes that medicine was not accorded a place in the classifications 
of sciences inherited by the medieval Islamic world from late Greek 
antiquity, and thus presented an epistemological problem for philoso- 
phers such as Avicenna seeking to incorporate it into the educational 
curriculum of the period. Avicenna's attempt to accommodate med- 
icine within such theoretical constructs shows a development over 
the course of his career. In an early schema, he subsumed it under 
a derivative category which included Astrology and Magic and which 
drew its principles from the theoretical (or fundamental") science 
of physics (ie., Natural Philosophy). Later in his life, and perhaps 
following his reported teacher al-Masīhī, Avicenna demoted medi- 
cine still further, to a corollary, and thus non-theoretical, category 
of philosophy in general. Within such schemata, medicine was denied 
status as a theoretical science with. demonstrative principles of its 
own (deriving such, rather, from physics), and its practitioners, inso- 
far as they were physicians, were precluded from applying the knowl- 
edge they gained from experience to the investigation of principles 
of physics upon which their medicine was based. Gutas concludes 
that the intellectual and social context in which philosophers and 
physicians such as Avicenna worked inhibited an evaluation. and 
development of medical theory that would extend beyond the sim- 
ple description of medical practices. However, this does not mean 
that such descriptions, based on the observations and experiments 
of medieval Arab physicians, did not advance medieval medicine or 
that they do not actually constitute, for modern scholarship, an area 
for future research into medieval medical theory, and so Gutas enu- 
merates a number of areas and sources that look particularly promis- 
ing in this regard. 

Tariq Jaffer’s “Bodies, Souls and Resurrection in Avicenna's ar- 
Risála al-Adhawiya fi amr al-ma‘ad” directly confronts Avicenna's the- 
ory of incorporeal resurrection as he articulated it in the Adhawiya. 
As in Dhananfs contribution, Jaffer observes that Avicenna approaches 
the problem or immortality in this treatise within the context of a 
refutation of Mu'tazili views on resurrection. A notable part of 
Avicenna’s understanding of resurrection is his insistence on locat- 
ing the individual identity of a person in the soul and his argument 
that since the soul is separate from the corruptible matter of the 
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body, it alone is immortal. Jaffer frames his analysis of the issue 
through a presentation of Avicenna's twofold refutation of the theo- 
logians and the supporters of metempsychosis. In the case of the 
theologians, the precise identities of Avicenna's opponents are left 
unspecified in the text, but through a careful sifüng of the intellec- 
tual currents of Avicenna's time, Jaffer is able to offer viable sugges- 
tions about whom Avicenna may have had in mind when composing 
the Adhawiya. In the case of the refutation of metempsychosis, Jaffer 
makes the important observation that Avicenna deftly overcomes the 
argument in favor of metempsychosis by refuting the theory of pre- 
existent souls implicit in his unnamed opponents’ stance. 


The papers in the section “After Avicenna” collectively constitute a 
chronological map of the intellectual legacy of Avicenna in the 
medieval Near East. From the work of Avicenna's student Bahmanyar 
to the reception of Avicenna in Syriac, all of these contributions 
make abundantly clear the monumental degree to which Avicenna's 
thought influenced subsequent intellectual trends. These contribu- 
tions also represent some of the first detailed studies of a period 
(twelfth-eighteenth centuries) in Near Eastern intellectual history that 
has traditionally been considered a time of scholarly conformism and 
decline. The significant developments in the reception of Avicennan 
thought outlined below, however, suggest a very different picture of 
the period in question. 

Almost immediately, Avicenna's philosophical legacy underwent 
considerable transformation at the hands of his student Bahmanyar, 
as Jules Janssens plots in his “Bahmanyar ibn Marzubān: A Faithful 
Disciple of Ibn Sina?” From the scant evidence that can be collected 
from Avicenna’s papers, it would appear that the relationship between 
Avicenna and Bahmanyar was not the traditionally fideistic bond of 
master and disciple common to medieval Islamic educational praxis. 
One of the reasons suggested for this is that Bahmanyar also drew 
intellectual influence from the little known figure Abū l-Oasim al- 
Kirmānī, whom Avicenna “much despised” (in the words of Janssens) 
as a result of an earlier public controversy that pitted Avicenna and 
Abū l-Qāsim against one another. It is, thus, reasonable to ask, as 
Janssens does in the present contribution, whether or not Bahmanyar’s 
own philosophical work, Jab at-Tahsil, reflects any ambiguity in 
Bahmanyar’s allegiance to Avicenna’s ideas. Janssens finds that while 
Bahmanyar presents his work as a model of Avicenna’s philosophy 
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in the organizaüon of his material (following Avicenna's Persian 
summa, Dānišnāmah-yt Ali in which metaphysics precedes physics), 
such mimicry overlays substantive alterations to Avicenna's philoso- 
phy. In a painstaking analysis of Bahmanyàrs work, Janssens pre- 
sents unguestionable evidence for Bahmanyar's innovations and 
modifications to the Avicennan program of thought. These depar- 
tures from Avicennan thought include the discussion of all of the 
Aristotelian categories as well as much that belonged to Avicenna's 
Physics in Bahmanyār's metaphysical discourse, and the complete 
exclusion of theological issues from his Metaphysics. Janssens con- 
cludes that rather than *re-Aristotelizing" the Avicennan philosophical 
program, Bahmanyar's intention in reconceptualizing the parameters 
of the philosophical disciplines may have been influenced by Abū 
l-Qāsim al-Kirmani’s weak grasp of those disciplines. 

An important episode in the reception of Avicenna's thought among 
later Muslim theologians and philosophers is located in the com- 
mentary by Fabr ad-Din ar-Rāzī (d. 606/1209) of Avicenna's al- 
lšārāt wa-t-tanbīhāt, followed by Nasir ad-Din at-Tüsr's (d. 672/1274) 
super-commentary, which aimed in part to defend Avicenna against 
what Tūsī deemed to be misapprehensions on ar-Rāzī's part. Avicenna’s 
Išārāt, intended as a highly condensed version of arguments and the- 
ories developed in greater detail elsewhere, presented a considerable 
challenge to the exegetical skills of later thinkers. In “Fahr ad-Din 
ar-Rāzī's Critique of Ibn Sinà's Argument for the Unity of God in 
the J/šārāt and Nasir ad-Din at-Tūsī's Defence,” Toby Mayer ana- 
lyzes the reception of Avicenna’s metaphysical argument for divine 
unity in these later commentaries. Mayer begins with a presentation 
of Avicenna’s argument that emphasizes its avoidance of positions 
based on physical premises and its focus, instead, on the issue of 
individuation. Mayer then notes that Razi’s understanding of Avicenna’s 
proof produces enormous difficulties for his commentary in that it 
leaves many of Avicenna’s references without meaningful connection 
to his premises. While Mayer’s examination of Rāzī's views high- 
lights its inconsistencies, it also recognizes an important philosophi- 
cal presupposition on the part of its author, scil. the belief in a 
complex God. Mayer suggests that such a belief is to be explained 
by Razis AS‘ari allegiances, as well as perhaps his readings of the 
philosopher Abū l-Barakat al-Bagdadi. Tūsīs response to Rāzī is 
next set forth in equal detail. Mayer points out that in many instances, 
‘Tust needs only challenge Razi’s unreflective assertion that the philoso- 
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phers argue for the univocity of the term “existence” in order to 
demolish his predecessor’s objections to Avicenna. In doing so, "Tūsī 
introduces the idea of “the ambiguity of existence” (taškīk al-wugiid) 
into his debate with Rāzī. This raises the question of whether Tūsī 
is justified in using such an idea in defense of Avicenna, and so 
Mayer traces Avicenna’s use of taškīk al-wuģūd in his "private state- 
ments" found in the Mubāhatāt, noting this important Neoplatonic 
element in Avicenna's thought as well as Tūsīs own significantly 
developed connotation of the term. 

Nasir ad-Din at-Tūsī appears again in Ahmed H. al-Rahim’s “The 
Twelver-Šī'ī Reception of Avicenna in the Mongol Period,” a bio- 
bibhographical account of the trajectory of Avicenna's influence on 
Šī T authors of the twelfth-fourteenth centuries. Al-Rahim begins his 
survey by noting the relative lack of scholarly attention. directed 
toward the period in question, which has recently been termed the 
“golden age" of philosophy in Islamic civilization. Al-Rahim notes 
that partial reason for this may be the scholarly devaluing of gen- 
res such as the commentary and gloss, popular in the period, but 
presumed to be unoriginal. An important z5nád of philosophers which 
links Tūsī directly to Avicenna's student Bahmanyār serves as the 
framework for al-Rahim's account of the transmission of Avicenna's 
philosophy in the centuries after his death. While much about this 
tsnād is historically problematic in al-Rahim's view, it did serve as a 
means by which later theologians, particularly those associated with 
the Nizamiya madrasas, could articulate their allegiance to Avicennan 
philosophy. Al-Rahim next presents a bibliographical survey of the 
most important Si'i philosophical works which served as a curricu- 
lum for the study of Avicenna, including those by Tūsī and his 
Twelver-Si't student al-"Allāma al-Hilli (d. 726/1325). 

Another important area for the reception of Avicenna's thought 
is to be located in the /srāgī tradition of the so-called “school of 
Isfahan," and, in particular, the philosophy of one of its major rep- 
resentatives, Mulla Sadra. In “Process Metaphysics in Islam? Avicenna 
and Mulla Sadra on Intensification of Being,” Sajjad Rizvi exam- 
ines Mulla Sadra’s doctrine of taškīk al-wugiid (translated by Rizvi as 
“modulation of being”) in relation to Avicenna’s substance-based 
metaphysics. As Rizvi explains, the doctrine of tasktk al-wugiid forms 
a key part of a later Islamic metaphysics that directs attention toward 
the acts, or processes of being, rather than substance. Rizvi illus- 
trates Mulla Sadra’s interpretation of a process metaphysics through 
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an analysis of his views on intensification in being and develops this 
aspect of Sadrian metaphysics by observing its Neoplatonic roots and 
outlining Mullā Sadra's modifications to the standard Illuminationist 
interpretation. While Rizvi recognizes that the Peripatetic tradition, 
as represented by Avicenna, generally does not recognize intensity 
in being, he notes (as does Mayer in his contribution) that Tusi’s 
commentary on the Zsarát allows for such a conception of intensity, 
if not in causality, then certainly in other divisions of being; and this 
is perhaps also present, albeit in an ambiguous manner, in Avicenna's 
Mubāhatāt. Rizvi thus characterizes ‘Tusi’s views as a turning-point 
in Islamic philosophy which was further developed by Mulla Sadra, 
who rejects both the Peripatetic and Illuminationist stances on mod- 
ulation in being. Rizvi concludes with an explanation of how such 
intensification need not result in a complex divinity in Sadra’s thought. 

Hidemi Takahashi's contribution, “The Reception of Ibn Sima in 
Syriac: The Case of Gregory Barhebraeus” closes the volume with 
an outline of an entirely neglected sphere of Avicennan influence: 
the translation and assimilation of parts of his thought in the medieval 
Syriac philosophical and scientific works of Barhebraeus. ‘Takahashi 
provides a brief biographical study of Barhebraeus, followed by a 
detailed conspectus of those of his philosophical works related to the 
Avicennan tradition. This corpus includes original compositions 
influenced by Avicenna’s thought and designed to be a philosophi- 
cal curriculum in Syriac (including Cream of Wisdom, modeled on the 
Sif@); translations of Avicenna's works, especially al-[sarat wa-t-tan- 
bīhāt, and theological treatises that contain much that can be traced 
to Avicenna. ‘Takahashi emphasizes the importance of Syriac trans- 
lations of Avicenna’s works as witnesses for the critical editing of the 
Arabic originals, not simply for their translated material, but also 
because they often contain the parallel Arabic text. A detailed analy- 
sis of a few of the ways in which Barhebraeus employed Avicenna’s 
ax-Sif@ in his Cream of Wisdom follows Takahashi’s conspectus. Notable 
aspects of Barhebraeus’ methods are that he added a section on 
practical philosophy absent in Avicenna’s work, and his excerption 
of the Compendium of Nicolaus Damascenus (first century B.C.) as 
part of his discourse. In both cases, Takahashi observes a possible 
“re-Aristotelizing” (to borrow a phrase from Janssens’ contribution) 
of Avicenna. ‘Takahashi next provides a few examples of textual col- 
lation of the Cream and the Sia in order to demonstrate the type 
of paraphrase and alteration undertaken by Barhebraeus. The vari- 
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ous aspects of Barhebraeus' significance for Avicennan studies include 
his role as a thirteenth-century commentator of Avicenna (in which 
his endorsement of Avicennan philosophy fluctuates); the function of 
his work as textual witness to Avicenna's oeuvre (often more useful 
than even the Latin translations); and his role as transmitter of 
Avicennan philosophy to Oriental Christianity. Much about the Syriac 
reception of Avicennan thought is little known to Arabists and 
Persianists; ‘Takahashi’s contribution thus constitutes an important 
foundation for the further development of Avicenna studies. 


Dunng the concluding session of The First Graduate Student Con- 
ference on Ibn Sinà, and as a result of the mutual enthusiasm of 
the participants for the convivial atmosphere of shared scholarship, 
The Avicenna Study Group was formally created. The participants 
agreed that the recent growth in research directed toward the life 
and thought of Avicenna had reached significant a stage as to war- 
rant a formal structure and vehicle for its continued dissemination. 
The purpose of The Avicenna Study Group is to facilitate commu- 
nication concerning recent academic research on the life, times, and 
thought of Avicenna through annual meetings, to disseminate infor- 
mation on manuscripts, primary, and secondary material related to 
Avicenna and medieval Arabic philosophy in general, and to serve 
as the first stage in projected major collaborative research projects 
on Avicenna. The present volume represents the first collective activ- 
ity of The Avicenna Study Group. 


David C. Reisman 
Chicago 
27 October 2002 


Note on the Transliteration of Arabic and Persian 


The transliteration follows the rules of the Deutsche Morgenlündische 
Gesellschaft for both Arabic and Persian, with the exception of aw and 
ay for dipthongs instead of au and ai, and á instead of à for the alıf 
magsūra. The Persian -4 (representing the tā” marbūta) is retained, and 
the Persian iddfah is represented as -i or -yi. 
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CHAPTER ONE 


AVICENNA'S RECEPTION OF ARISTOTELIAN MODAL 
SYLLOGISTICS: A STUDY BASED ON CONVERSION 
RULES AND THE BARBARA PROBLEMATIC* 


Asad Q, Ahmed 


Introduction 


Chapters 8—22 of the first book of Aristotle's Prior Analytics! deal with 
his theory of modal syllogisms. These sections have exercised histo- 
rans of philosophy for quite some time due to what seem to be 
glaring inconsistencies in Aristotle’s account. Here I present some 
contributions made by Avicenna in trying to find an interpretation 
of the theory amenable to Aristotle’s conclusions. The first section 
offers a short account of Aristotle’s conversion rules and a summary 
of the modalities of possibility and necessity. One of the main purposes 
of this section 1s to serve as a backdrop for comparative excursions 
(which I leave mostly to the notes). I offer in the notes of this sec- 
tion some aspects of the medieval Latin tradition? as it relates to the 
subject matter. I also sketch some comparisons with Avicenna which 
I develop more fully in the latter half of this paper.’ The second 


* [ dedicate this article to CJ. 

! I use the following translations of the Prior Analytics (hereafter AP; all references 
below are to book I unless otherwise noted): Aristotle's Prior Analytics, tr. Robin Smith 
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1989); Prior Analytics, tr. A. Jenkinson in The Complete Works 
of Aristotle, ed. J. Barnes (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 1:39—113. I 
also use the text and translation provided in Aristotle: The Categories, On Interpretation, 
and Prior Analytics, ed./tr. H. Gooke and H. Tredennick (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1996) [hereafter Cooke/Tredennick]. 

? For this I am almost wholly indebted to Henrik Lagerlund, Modal Syllogistics in 
the Middle Ages (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2000). 

* My discussion of Avicenna is based mostly on the Naģāt throughout this paper; 
see Kitab an-Naģāt fi L-hikma al-mantiqiya wa-t-tabi‘iya wa-l-ilahiya, ed. M. Fakhry (Beirut: 
Dar al-Āfāg al-Gadida, 1985). For certain topics I also refer to Avicenna’s Kitab 
as-Sifa^, al-Mantig 4: al-Qiyas, ed. S. Zaid (Cairo: Wizarat at-Taqafa wa-l-Irsad al- 
Oawm1,1383/1964) [hereafter Sifa] and Avicenna, Livre des directives et remarques. (Kitab 
al-Išārāt wa l-Tanbīhāt), tr. A.-M. Goichon (Paris: Librairie J. Vrin, 1951) [hereafter 
Goichon]. 
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section introduces the famous case of the two Barbaras and a corre- 
sponding problem found in first figure syllogisms composed of a prob- 
lematic and an assertoric premise. In the third section, I expound 
Avicenna’s conception of modal propositions with regard to his syl- 
logistics.* Here I deal with Avicenna’s multilateral readings of modals 
and set forth conversion rules essential to understanding his modal 
syllogistic. Finally, in the fourth section, I present Avicenna’s con- 
strual of the problems presented by the Aristotelian tradition which 
I introduce in the second section. 


Notation 


I use > for implication, +> for mutual implication and, in accor- 
dance with the medieval tradition, I use “a” for universal affirmatives, 


cerai C699. 


“e” for universal negatives. For particular affirmatives, I use “I”; “o 
is used for particular negatives. AaB is to be read as “A applies to 
all B"? AiB means “A applies to some B," etc. P stands for possi- 
bility, C, for contingency, N for necessity, I for impossibility (I dis- 
cuss these modal operators below). Other symbols are explained as 
they are introduced. 


I. Modal Propositions and Conversions in Aristotle? 


I assume that the reader is already familiar with Aristotle’s non- 
modal syllogistics—the three figures and the three main methods of 


* For a general account of the modalities in Avicenna, see A. Back, “Avicenna’s 
Conception of the Modalities,” Vivarium 30.2 (1992), 217-256. See C. Ehrig-Eggert, 
“Zur Analyse von Modalaussagen bei Avicenna und Averroes," Deutscher Orientalistentag, 
Keitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlāndischen Gesellschaft, Suppl. VI, ed. W. Rollig (Stuttgart: 
Franz Steiner, 1985), 195—199; and J.I. Saranyana, “Moglichkeit und Notwendig- 
keit bei Ibn Sina (Avicenna)," in Orientalische Kultur und Europisches Mittelalter, ed. 
A. Zimmermann and I. Craemer-Ruegenberg (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1985) 207— 
218. For a theologico-philosophical discussion of modalities, see A. Hyman, “Aristotle, 
Algazali and Avicenna on Necessity, Potentiality and Possibility,” in Florilegium 
Columbianum: Essays in Honor of Paul Oskar Kristeller, ed. K.-L. Selig and R. Somerville 
(New York: Italica Press, 1987), 73-89. 

5 ei yàp TO A Kate navtdsg tod B, AP, 25b39. 

^ For an in-depth study of this topic, see R. Patterson, “Conversion Principles 
and the Basis of Aristotle’s Modal Logic,” History and Philosophy of Logic 11.2 (1990), 
151-172. 


AVICENNA'S RECEPTION OF ARISTOTELIAN MODAL SYLLOGISTICS 5 


proof.’ The familiar rules of conversion of assertoric premises are as 
follow: 


AaB > BiA 
AiB <> BiA 
AeB <*> BeA 


I mention the assertorics only to point out that for Avicenna their 
conversion is not as simple as one finds in Aristotle. The complex- 
ity of his conversion rules point to his multilateral approach to modal- 
ities, as is shown in the third section. Averroes’ “Question IV”* on 
conversions offers a brief summary of Avicenna’s contentions against 
Aristotle (the details of these contentions are in the notes and in the 
last two sections below): 


Avicenna has doubts against the Philosopher [1.e., Aristotle] when he 
says that a particular affirmative contingent [proposition| converts with 
a contingent [particular affirmative proposition]. [He also disagrees 
with him with respect to the following claims:] that a necessary particu- 
lar affirmative [proposition] converts with a necessary [particular affirm- 
ative proposition];'' that a universal contingent [affirmative proposition] 


7 Ie., ad impossibile, conversion, ekthesis. On ekthesis, see R. Smith, “What is Aristotelian 
Ecthesis?” History and Philosophy of Logic 3 (1982), 113—127. 

8 “Question IV—de conversionibus” (folio 363) in Quaesita in libros logicae Aristotelis 
in Aristotelis opera cum Averrois. Cordubiensis commentarus I (Venetiis apud Iunctas, 1550), 
361—379. 

9 Avicenna dubitat contra Philosophum, quando dixit quod particularis affirmativa. contingens 
convertatur contingens, et quod necessaria particularis. affirmativa. convertatur. necessaria, et quod 
universalis contingens. convertatur. particularis. Et similiter dum ait quod negativa. de inesse con- 
vertatur universalis, et contradicit suo sermoni per materias, nam ipse ait quod dum dicimus aliquis 
homo scribit est contingens, cum eius conversa non sit contingens. Et per idem etiam ostendit. nec- 
essarta non convertatur necessaria, neque unwersalis contingens. particularis. 

10 AP, 25a37-41: “When it comes to possible premises...the situation with 
respect to conversion will be the same in all these cases with the affirmatives. For 
if it 1s possible for A to belong to every or to some D, then it will be possible for 
B to belong to some A." Avicenna contests this claim in Nagat, 30. 

" AP, 25a27: “It will also be the same way in the case of necessary premises: 
the universally privative premise converts universally, while each kind of affirmative 
premise converts partially. ... If A belongs to every or to some B of necessity, then 
it is necessary for B to belong to some A." Avicenna contests this view at Naģāt, 30: 


The universal affirmative necessary [proposition] converts into a particular 
affirmative [proposition] as in the preceding account concerning the absolute 
[propositions]. However, it is commonly believed that its converse must be a 
necessary [proposition]. For if it were an absolute [proposition], its converse— 
included in the primary rules [of conversion] —would be an absolute [propo- 
sition]. So, some B would be A absolutely; [however], it was [the case that] 
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converts with a particular [contingent affirmative proposition].! [Avi- 
cenna disagrees] similarly when [Aristotle] says that a negative assertoric 
[universal proposition] converts with a universal [negative assertoric 
proposition].'* 


For Avicenna, modal and assertoric propositions may yield each other 
through conversions depending on how one construes the proposition. 
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every [B was A] by necessity. In reality, it is not necessary that the converse 
of an absolute [proposition] be an absolute [proposition] without having any 
necessity in it. For this reason this [common] account does not follow. The 
correct [opinion] is that the converse of a necessary [proposition] can some- 
times be absolute, as your statement, “Every writer is a man.” Then you say, 
“Some men are writers;” and this is not in virtue of the [kind] of necessity 
which you want. Rather, if it is [by necessity], it is so in virtue of another 
necessity which is proper for everything that is contingent (mumkin). 


? AP, 25a41. Avicenna's response is in Nagat, 30. 


AP, 25a7. Avicenna’s response is in Nagat, 27-29. He writes: 


It is commonly believed that the negative universal affirmative. [proposition] 
converts into [something] like itself [henceforth mila nafsihà in this context will 
be translated “while retaining its original values (of affirmation and negation 
and truth and falsty)']. For if we say, “No B is A,” “No A is B” is true. 
Otherwise, let *No A 1s B" be false and let its contradiction be true, namely, 
“Some A is B.” [Then] let us suppose that “some” to be something fixed/deter- 
mined and let it be J. So, that thing which is J 1s both A and B. So that B 
[predicated of J] is A. However, [it was given as a premise that] no B is A; 
this is an absurdity. The truth with regard to this 1s that this conversion is 
correct not for everything that is considered (yu‘addu) among absolute [propo- 
sitions] but only for one in which the condition of the soundness of the join- 
ing of necessity 1s not a time/period which varies in individual [cases], but a 
concept other than time. An example of this is that the condition with which 
the joining of the modality of necessity is correct is the condition "for as long 
as the subject is described by that which was posited along with it." [It is] like 
our statement “Everything that is moving (intaqala) is changing.” For if you 
join with it the modality of necessity, it is necessary that you utter (an tagūla 
bi-lisámika) or say in your mind “for as long as it is described as moving." 
Sometimes, it is not true to say "as long as its essence exists." In the likes of 
such absolute [propositions], this conversion is a necessary consequence. And 
in their likes, if [the universal negative] (lā šay?) is true, then the [particular 
affirmative] (bad) is false. Or the [particular affirmative] is true and the [uni- 
versal negative] is false. [In this case, there is no] need to posit time itself as 
a condition; rather, [they are true or false] absolutely, [not in some designated 
period of reality]. Examples of these [propositions] are used in the sciences if 
they are more specific than necessary.... If it is not [as we have explained], 
then it is not necessary that the universal negative absolute [proposition] con- 
vert like the examples which Aristotle mentions among which the negation [of 
the proposition] obtains for some time, as in our statement ^No animal is mov- 
ing by will" 1.e., at the time of its rest; [another] is our statement “No ani- 
mal is sleeping." [Aristotle] takes these and their likes as the negations of 
absolute [propositions]. [Such propositions, however,] do not convert at all. 
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Returning to Aristotle, the rules of conversion of possibility are 
first mentioned at AP, 25a38. Aristotle says that affirmative possi- 
bility premises convert like the assertoric premises. The following 
rules are accepted: 


P(AaB) > P(BiA) 
P(AiB)  P(BiA) 


In the same passage, Aristotle distinguishes among different senses 
of possibility: that which is not necessary, that which 1s necessary, 
and that which is potential. In chapter 13, he says that that which 
is necessary is said to be possible only equivocally.? For we can say 
that it is possible for man to belong to no horse. In this case, the 
predication always fails to obtain and, for this reason, it 1s said to 
fail only possibly because possibility can be said to fail to obtain for 
some time.'* This kind of universal negative possible premise con- 
verts with a universal negative possible premise of the same sort: P 
(as N) (AeB) <> P (as N) (BeA). This is so because the two terms 
are necessary and not accidental." Insofar as possibility is merely 
lack of impossibility, it comes out to include necessity in certain cases. 
At least, this is what Aristotle seems to be saying at De Interpretatione 
13, 22a26-30, where he explains that something is not possible if 
and only if it is impossible or necessarily fails to obtain.? In the 
same text, at 13, 22b20, he says the possible is that which is not 
necessary (in ordinary discourse) I will call the former possibility 
“possibility” (P), and the latter “contingency” (C) in accordance with 
the literature.? Thus: 


" AP, 25236. 

5 AP, 32320: Td yàp &voykotov dpavbpMs tvētyeodoai Aéyouev. 

'6 AP, 25b3-11. 

" [n Quaesitum IV, Averroes explains that a term is necessary if it always stands 
for its subject (such as an eternal existent or a natural species), accidental if it stands 
for it sometimes, sometimes not. For example, “white” is an accidental term; “man” 
is not. Lagerlund, Modal Syllogistics, 32. 

18 See grouping II in Jenkinson, 35; see also De Int. 22a12—15: Kai tavrag oteodou 
Xp civar tog Gvtukeuiévag pdoerc, Svvatdv—od Ovvatóv, éevdeyduevov—ovdK 
évdexdpevov, Gddvatov—odk G&ddvatov.... The negation of tvēeyx6Hevov implies 
the lack of contingency (hence some sort of positive or negative necessity). The 
negation of dvvatév implies impossibility (k6bvartov). One may deny the contin- 
gency of x and still uphold the truth of x, but one may not deny the possibility of 
x and still uphold its truth. 

' See J. Hintikka, Time and Necessity: Studies in Aristotle’s Theory of Modality (Oxford: 
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Fig. 1. Summary of C, P, N, I 


N C, = Avicenna's I 
mumkin hasst 


N not — N and not - I / 


P = C; = Avicenna's mumkin Gmmi 


There are two kinds of contingencies which convey the true sense 
of the modal. The first kind is what obtains for the most part, as 
in man's turning gray. For, given the existence of a man, one says 
“It is possible that he turn gray.” This is possibility in terms of 
potentialīty and just falls short of necessity because, as Aristotle 
explains, a man does not exist forever. But when there is a man, 
the statement is true either necessarily or for the most part.’ Aristotle 
says that such possibilities do not convert as universal negatives.” In 
the same passage, he allows for the conversion of such natural con- 
tingencies with respect to particular negative propositions. So, pos- 
sibility as a general rule or potentiality fails with respect to Ce 
conversions, but Co conversions go through.” The second kind of 
contingency is that which does not incline in either the direction of 
realization or non-realization. In chapter 3, Aristotle argues for the 
conversion of such propositions as (White e Coat). 

The promise to give an explanation for the failure of this uni- 
versal negative conversion in the case of potentialities is not fulfilled 
in chapter 13 where the topic is taken up again. So the argument 


Clarendon Press, 1973), 29, diagrams iv and v in particular. Kilwardby’s summary 
(apud Lagerlund, Modal Syllogistics, 23, n. 24) explains clearly Aristotle's divisions of 
possibility. See Figure 1 above. Note that Kilwardby's C, is Hintikka's P. See also 
De Int. 21434—38 where Aristotle seems to have different concepts of possibility 
in mind: dvvatév, often translated “possibility” and évdexéuevov, translated as 
*contingency.” 

? AP, 32b3. 

? Such cases, according to Avicenna, may also be the fifth kind of necessity; see 
below. 

? AP, 25b14—19. 

* See AP, XVII for discussion of this topic, and R. Patterson, Aristotle’s Modal 
Logic: Essence and Entailment in the Organon (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1995), 26. 
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remains somewhat incomplete. In chapter 13,” Aristotle speaks 
about another kind of conversion peculiar to contingency premises. 
This is what W.D. Ross calls a complementary conversion. Aristotle 
argues that in the case of possibility that inclines either way, the fol- 
lowing conversion rules must obtain: 


C(AaB) € C(AeB) 
C(AiB) <> C(AoB) 


Those particulars which fall under the universals will also follow, 
as in 


C(AaB) > C(AoB) 
C(AeB) > C(AiB)* 


The proof for these conversion rules is very simple. Aristotle argues, 
for example, that 1f possibility means neither necessary nor impossi- 
ble, then C(A) > [not N and not I](A) > C(not-A). Similar proofs 
would apply in the other cases. P, insofar as it may be N, does not 
allow such conversions. 

In the case of necessity premises, the rules of conversion are exactly 
the same as those for assertoric premises: 


N(AaB) ^ N(BiA) 
N(AeB)  N(BeA) 
N(AiB) ^ N(BiA) 


*! Avicenna includes the first type of contingencies among his fifth type of neces- 
sities and the second type of contingencies among his fourth type of necessities. 
Patterson, op. cit., 26, says that Aristotle allows for the conversion of Pe but not 
Ce. However, he argues that the same reason may be applied for Pe conversions 
as for Ce. He uses the premise, P(no man is white) which would fail to convert to 
P(no white is man); but there are some white things which are necessarily men 
(Socrates, etc.) But, this is to assume that the import of P premises is possibility for 
time / at time ¢ Or it is to assume Socrates’ existence in re; or it is to assume 
necessity of the present and to argue on its basis that this contingency statement 
assigns possibility for the present. Furthermore, Patterson overlooks the fact that he 
is giving an example of P insofar as it is C. But P can also be N, according to 
Aristotle. For a brief discussion of necessity of the present, see note 27 below. 

3 AP, 32a30—35. 

2 "This conversion is not explicit but may be inferred from Aristotle’s arguments 
thus far. 
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These conversion rules are found in a short paragraph of chapter 3 
(25a26—35). I have found no substantial discussion in the Prior Analytics 
about different kinds of necessities comparable to the kind we find 
in Avicenna.” 


IL Two Problems 


The much discussed case of the two Barbaras,** which occur at AP, 
L9, is as follows. Aristotle rejects: 


7 Necessity of the present, in Aristotle, is assigned to present events that simply 
occur in a way analogous to but not identical with the necessity assigned to past 
events of the same nature. So, if it is the case that a man walk now, then it is not 
possible that he not walk now; therefore, it is necessary. This seems to be Avicenna’s 
fourth N. One has to be careful not to confuse this view with Determinism or with 
the Principle of Plenitude (whereby all possibilities are at some point realized). Nor 
does this doctrine state that it is only necessary now as I speak that I speak. Necessity 
of the Present is not limited to now, but to any event the possibility of which is 
its now. In other words, necessity is a term relevant to events occurring at any 
time. The moment of the necessity and of the truth of the statement that it is nec- 
essary are identical. In symbolic notation, we would have: 


Necessity of the Present: pt > Mapt) (read: if p at t, then it is necessary that 
at ¢ that p at t and so on) 

Necessity of the Past: pt > /[All(t;) > t] ING pt)] 

Determinism: pt > Al (t) Nit, pt] 

Where t=time now; p=any proposition 


See J. Hintikka, “Aristotle on the Realization of Possibilities in Time," in Reforging 
the Great Chain of Being: Studies in the History of Modal Theories, ed. S. Knutilla (Dordrecht, 
Holland: D. Reidel, 1981), 57-72, and C. Kirwan, “Aristotle on the Necessity of 
the Present,” Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 6 (1986), 167-187. Sarah Waterlow 
uses necessity of the present to explain Aristotle’s claim that whatever is always the 
case is necessarily the case in her Passage and Possibility: A Study of Aristotle*s Modal 
Concepts (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), chapters 1 and 2. See AP, I, 4—6 for a 
discussion of per se (xað’ abtó) propositions in Aristotle. Kilwardby and Albert the 
Great seem to base their per se primo et secundo modo necessity propositions on these 
passages (Lagerlund, Modal Syllogistics, 30—31). The conversion of necessary propo- 
sitions was problematic for Avicenna and other medieval Arabic/Latin logicians. 
For example, N(man a writer) ^ N(writer i man) does not seem to be true. 
Kilwardby's explanation, following Averroes, was to divide necessity propositions 
into per se and per accidens. Per accidens necessity propositions have a necessary con- 
nection between the term and substratum in virtue of some inseparable but inessen- 
tial property. One may also try to explain the validity of this conversion as logicians 
in Kilwardby's time did, by reading “writer” as a rigid designator, not as a sup- 
positum "writer." Averroes probably gets his inspiration from Avicenna. Accidentally 
necessary propositions, according to Averroes, do not convert. l'or a full discussion, 
see Lagerlund, Modal Syllogistics, ch. 2. In reference to note 53 in ibid., it is very 
likely that the example, N (man a writer) is taken from Avicenna and not through 
a mistranslation of AP into Arabic. See Sifa, 98.15 and 99.3: badu mā yūsafu bi- 
annahū katibun huwa insànun bi-d-darūra. 

* See R. Patterson, “The Case of the Two Barbaras,” Oxford Studies in Ancient 
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(AaB) N(BaC) ^ N(AaC) 


He argues by ad impossibile, let us assume that the conclusion is 
true. Then, take the second premise along with the conclusion in a 
syllogism, 


N(AaC) N(BaC) 


'The second premise converts to N(CiB). This, along with N(AaC), 
yields N(AiB). However, we assumed in the original premise that 
(AaB). The latter is an assertoric premise and carries no necessity 
along with it. For if one says that every man is sleeping, one is just 
as entitled to say that no man is sleeping. The conclusion N(A1B) 
asserts that it 1s necessary that some men be sleeping. This contra- 
dicts the original premise. Therefore, the contradiction of the con- 
clusion assumed to be true must be true. In other words, it is not 
necessary that AaC. Aristotle accepts (AaC), an assertoric proposi- 
ton, as the conclusion of the original syllogism. So, 


(AaB) N(BaC) > (AaC) 


Aristotle argues that in a Barbara constituted of a necessary and an 
assertoric premise, the conclusion is necessary only when the major 
premise is necessary. According to this rule, he accepts the follow- 
ing syllogism: 


N(AaB) (BaC) ^ N(AaC) 


Let us now return to the Barbara with a minor necessary premise 
and an assertoric conclusion. 


(AaB) N(BaC) > (AaC) (accepted) 


Let us assume (AaC) to be true and use it along with the second 
premise to see what conclusion we reach. (AaC) converts to (C1A) 


Philosophy, 7 (1989) 1—40, and P. Thom, “The Two Barbaras,” History and Philosophy 
of Logic 12 (1991), 135—149. The latter offers good summaries of recent attempts at 
giving a formal and consistent account of this Aristotelian problem. On a problem 
concerning the modes of mixed syllogisms, see A. Elamrani-Jamal *Ibn Rušd et les 
Premiers Analytiques d^ Aristote," Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 5 (1995), 51—74. 
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to yield the following first figure syllogism with a necessary major 
premise: 


N(BaC) (CiA) > N(BiA) 


N(BiA) converts to N(AiB). And now we have a problem in that 
N(AiB) is incompatible with (AaB) which was assumed to be a true 
premise in the original syllogism. It turns out that the argument used 
to reject the Barbara with the minor necessary and major assertoric 
yielding a necessary conclusion must apply against the accepted 
Barbara as well. In other words, the proof used to reject 


(AaB) N(BaC) ^ N(AaC) 
can be used to reject 
(AaB) N(BaC) ^ (AaC) 


Should both Barbaras be accepted? Rejected? What is the impor- 
tance of the major premise??? 

One famous attempt at explaining the problem is to distinguish 
between de dicto and de re necessity statements." De dicto truths are 


? See Cooke/Tredennick, 241, n. c, and 190, for remarks about Aristotle’s con- 
fusion over modals. 

% Attempts to give a coherent account of Aristotle's theory have multiplied over 
the years. See A. Becker, Die Aristotelische Theorie der Moglichkeitsschlusse: eine. logisch- 
philologische Untersuchung der Kapitel 13—22 von Aristoteles? Analytica priora I (Berlin: Junker 
und Dunnhaupt, 1931); J. Lukasiewicz, Aristotle^s Syllogistic from the Standpoint of Modern 
Formal Logic, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957); S. McCall, Aristotle’s Modal 
Syllogisms (Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Co., 1963); N. Rescher, “Aristotle’s 
Theory of Modal Syllogisms and its Interpretation," in The Critical Approach to Science 
and Philosophy: Essays in Honor of Karl A. Popper, ed. M. Bunge (New York: The Free 
Press, 1964), 152-177; I. Angelleli, “The Aristotelian Modal Syllogistic in Modern 
Modal Logic," in Konstruktionen versus Positionen: Beitr. zur Diskussion um d. konstruktive 
Wissenschaftstheorie (Paul Lorenzen zum 60. Geburtstag), ed. K. Lorenz (Berlin: Walter 
de Gruyter, 1979), 176-215; Patterson, Arstotle’s Modal Logic. ‘Theophrastus rejected 
the idea that a necessary and assertoric proposition can yield a necessary conclusion. 
He insists that the conclusion has the weaker of the two modalities (peiorem rule); 
see R. Smith, “Logic,” in The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle, ed. J. Barnes (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press), 27-65. The distinction de re/de dicto goes back at least 
as far as Abelard; see Patterson, ibid., 6-11; and W. Kneale, “Modality de re and 
de dicto," in Logic, Methodology, and Philosophy of Science, Proceedings of the International 
Congress for Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science, ed. E. Nagel, P. Suppes, 
and A. Tarski (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1962), 624. 
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those that are so just in virtue of the terms of the proposition, such 
as "all bachelors are unmarried.” De re truths are true in virtue of 
the res to which the term refers as in “All white things on the mat 
are cats" (where all white things on the mat are indeed cats).*! In 
fact, both these propositions are necessarily true, the first in virtue 
of the concepts involved and the second in virtue of the substratum 
of the subject term. For in cases where all white things on the mat 
are indeed cats, this 1s a necessary truth, because all cats are nec- 
essarily cats. This is not necessary, as is obvious, in virtue of the 
terms since being a white thing on the mat does not imply being a 
cat. In symbolic notation, the difference is clear: 


De dicto N (x)[B(x) > A(x)] 
De re (x) (B(x) > N[AGO])? 


Now, whereas the de re reading of the terms allows for Aristotle's 
argument to go through, the de dicto does not. However, a de re neces- 
sity does not convert, whereas a de diclo necessity does by the sim- 
ple T-rule of modern modal logic: 


(P > q) — (Np > Ng) 


A similar problem arises regarding syllogisms consisting of a prob- 
lematic and an assertoric premise if the Barbara rule is accepted. 
Aristotle accepts the following syllogisms: 


?! Patterson, Aristotles Modal Logic, 11, etc. 

? Such de re truths may be at least of two kinds, according to Averroes. In one 
case, the subject term may be accidental, as in *Every walking being is an animal? 
when this is in fact the case. This statement is necessary fer accidens and de inesse 
ber se. The other case is where the subject term is necessary (“Every animal is 
white"). This is a de inesse per se proposition, but not necessary. De dicto necessary 
propositions seem to be those called de inesse simpliciter by Averroes. This is where 
both terms are accidental but are connected in a necessary fashion. Finally, propo- 
sitions necessary per se are those where both terms are necessary and have a nec- 
essary connection with each other, thus implying also a necessary connection between 
the substratum and the predicate (animal a man). Incidentally, it seems that Patterson's 
weak necessity is a kind of de re necessity of the de inesse per se/necessary per accidens 
type; his strong necessity seems to be necessity per se (Patterson, Aristotle’s Modal Logic, 
11-14). So I have my doubts about whether Patterson's interpretation is at all novel, 
other than the fact that it points out essential and accidental relations and their 
importance to Aristotelian logic (and therefore, the importance of his Metaphysics to 
his logic). 
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C(AaB) (BaC) + C(AaC) 
(AaB) C(BaC) ^ C(AaC)? 


Aristotle claims that the first of these two 1s complete. Let us grant 
him that for the moment, assuming that he 1s reading his major 
premise in some manner that would allow the possibility conclusion 
to follow. We must assume—expecting Aristotle to be consistent — 
that he used a similar method of reading his major premise in the 
case of the two Barbaras with a necessary and an assertoric premise. 
But, then, why does he argue that a Barbara with a minor necessary 
premise yields an assertoric conclusion, but that one with a possible 
premise does not? Was it not the modality of the major premise that 
decided the modality of the conclusion? 

For the second syllogism above, Aristotle argues through ad impos- 
sibile and supposition in chapter 15. The proof runs as follows: 


1. (AaB) C(BaC) > C(AaC) 

2. For suppose not-C (AaC) > Impossible (AaC) ^ N(AoC) 

3. Suppose C(BaC) to obtain at some time (for this is false, but 
not impossible) > (BaC) 

4. Therefore, N(AoC) (BaC) ^ N(AoB) 

5. N(AoB) > not (AaB) 

6. But AaB ^ C(AaC).** 


Now, Aristotle says that the conclusion of this syllogism (5) would 
be N(AoB).? However, earlier (31b37) he established by means of 
terms that the conclusion of this mixed third figure syllogism is (AoB). 
So, already we seem to have an inconsistency.” Accepting N(AoB), 


55 AP, 34a34. 

5 Throughout this passage, Aristotle uses dvvatdg (potential) rather than évde- 
wouévos or évdéxeo8a. If we read potentiality as “that which stops short of neces- 
sity” such as the graying of every man, then it is a kind of contingency, and the 
proof is problematic. If we read it as potentiality in the sense of “having some 
potential,” then it does go through. For every man necessarily has the potential for 
graying. 

5 Bocardo (third figure), 32a4-5. 

* See Cooke/Tredennick, 270, n. b, for a possible compromise. See notes c and 
d in the same work for an elaboration of the difficulties associated with this proof. 
Avicenna, as we shall see, is more wary than Aristotle in giving a proof of this syl- 
logism. But, I suspect that he also fails to satisfy all of Cooke/Tredennick’s con- 
cerns. For one, he also does not take into account the negative value of the original 
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we have a contradiction to the given premise, (AaB). So, Aristotle's 
proof may work. However, if we adhere to 31b37 and recall that 
Aristotle does allow two contraries (and therefore a universal and a 
particular contradictory that falls under that universal's contrary) to 
be compatible in his earlier proof of the Barbaras, then the argument 
given here fails." It is obvious, then, that there are some underly- 
ing tensions which need resolution. How does one resolve these prob- 
lems? Avicenna supplies some answers to these questions; his suggestions 
are outlined in the fourth section. 


HI. Avicenna: Modal Propositions and Conversion Rules 


Well aware of the ambiguities in Aristotle’s modal logic and of the 
controversy surrounding it, Avicenna is keen to give a full account 
of his understanding of modalities within his logical works. The Naģāt 
has a thorough exposition of the modalities of possibility and neces- 
sity. An equally important and meticulous account of the meaning 
of assertoric propositions is also given. 

Possibility for Avicenna can be divided under two heads: possi- 
bility according to the common account and possibility according to 
the consensus of the “specialists.” In the common account (hence- 
forth PA), PA(A) <> not-Impossible (A). Avicenna says that in this 
account, necessity is just a species of possibility. This seems to be 
Aristotle's P.” There are, then, only two categories of relation for 
those who subscribe to this theory: possibility and impossibility.” The 
second kind of possibility (henceforth CA) has the following rule of 
equivalence: 


minor premise, although he does so with the contradiction of the assumed conclu- 
sion of the original syllogism. The full proof is to be found in section IV below. 

? [n certain instances, as in the proof of the necessity Barbaras, Aristotle would 
allow both of the following propositions to be true: “All horses are sleeping;” “no 
horse is sleeping.” It should also be pointed out that in order for both statements 
to be true, there has to be some reference to time, but Aristotle views universals, 
at least at AP, 34b7-18, without temporal reference. However, if the lack of tem- 
poral reference is to lead one to assume the two statements to hold for different 
periods, then indeed the two contraries/contradictories are true. At Sia’, 38, Avicenna 
wants the reader to keep in mind the reference to temporality. For if we disregard 
it, two universals may be true (Le., we may assume both to be true for different 
periods). If we keep in mind reference to time (i.e., the same time) two contradic- 
tories may not be true (Sya^, 39). 

55 See Figure 1 above. 

3 Naģāt, 56. 
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CA(A) > not-N(A) & not-I(A) 


Such a possibility is Aristotelian C. For those who read possibility 
in this sense, there are three modal relations: possibility, impossibil- 
ity, and necessity. Avicenna goes on to say that impossibility is just 
the necessity of non-existence. He points out the following problems 
with PA when it is confused with CA, i.e., when the common stock 


of people uses one concept confusing it for the other: 


PA(A) > PA (not-A) 
PA(A) > N(A) 
So, Necessary(A) <> Possible(not-A) 


Also: 


Necessary(A) > not-Possible(A) 
Not-Possible(A)  I(A) 
So, N(A) > I(A) 


It is obvious that CA is Aristotle’s C, a possibility that may just as 
well obtain as not obtain. PA, on the other hand, is ambiguous as 
it may be read either as Aristotle’s pseudo-necessity, i.e., the appli- 
cation of possibility to things necessary, or as Aristotle's P (possibil- 
ity in the sense of not-impossible, which coincides with the first part 
of this disjunction anyway). 

Avicenna now turns to complementary conversions and, just like 
Aristotle, allows it in the case of CA. However, in the case of PA, 
he contends that complementary conversion would lead to a serious 
problem. For if P(A) <> P(not-A), then if P(A) <> N(A), then N(A) 
<> P(not-A). And this is absurd in that it says that that which has 
the possibility of not being must be. Avicenna does not allow com- 
plementary conversions for possibilities as potentialities and as gen- 
era of necessities." Avicenna discusses the following rules of conversion:? 


" Naģāt, 56-58. 
" Nagat, 66. 
+ Naģāt, 66—67. 
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CAe complementary conversion allowed 

CA(AeB) <> CA(BeA) (rejected by example, “C(no man is a 
writer)” but “not-C(no writer is a man)" 

CA (AeB) > CA (BoA) (rejected; terms: man, writer) 

CA(AaB) > PA (BIA) (accepted in that PA, when not N, is 
not-I) 

PA(AaB) > PA (BIA) 

Proof: reductio not-PA (BiA) ~N(BeA) ^ N(AcB); but PA (AaB); 
therefore PA (BiA) 


However, this is not a valid proof for CA (AaB) ^ CA (BiA) because: 
Not-CA (BiA) ^ N(BeA) v N(BaA) v N(BiA) 


The only thing that implies just N (BeA) is PA insofar as not-I, i.e., 
not-PA(BiA) ^ I(BiA) > N(BeA) 


PA(AiB) <> PA(B1A) (same proof as above) 
PA(AcB) > PA (BoA) (same proof as above) 


Avicenna recognizes six kinds of necessary propositions.** They are 
the following: 


1. Necessary for as long as the essence of the subject exists, 
the essence being such as to exist forever. An example 1s 
*God is living.” 

2. Necessary for as long as the essence of the subject exists, 
the essence not always existing. An example is “Man is an 
animal.” 


Both 1 and 2 are de dicto necessities and can be written as N[(x)(B(x) 
> A(x)]. Below it is shown that Avicenna describes a necessary pred- 
ication which calls for a de re reading. However, it might be possible 
to give | and 2 the following de re reading where A and B are nec- 
essary terms, i.c., necessarily predicated of x, so implying each other: 


? Naģāt, 58-59. 
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(x) [AG9 > N(B)(x)] 


This gloss seems identical to Patterson's strong necessity and to 
Averroes' necessity per se where, in the case of the latter, the sub- 
ject always exists or is some species or genus and the terms are nec- 
essary, not accidental. It is also reminiscent of Kaplan's and Plantinga’s 
efforts to reduce de re truths to de dicto truths.** 


3. Necessary for as long as the subject is described in a cer- 
tain manner. An example is "Everything white cuts through 
the air for sight." 


This is a de dicto necessity with both terms accidental, producing a 
necessary connection in virtue of themselves and not the supposita. 


4. Necessary for as long as the predicate obtains. An example 
is "Zayd is walking." 


This seems to be necessity of the present with a necessary subject 
and an accidental predicate. Avicenna also alludes to (41) “Everything 
walking is a man.” However, he does not seem to distinguish between 
the two. In the latter case, the subject term 1s accidental and the 
predicate term necessary. Unlike 4, this is a de re necessity. 


5. Necessary for a certain designated period of time. An exam- 
ple is “The moon eclipses.” 


This seems to be the necessity of nature for a specific period of time. 


6. Necessary for a certain unfixed period of time. An example 
is “Every man breathes.” 


This is the necessity of nature for an undesignated period with a 
time that is specified for each individual to whom the predicate 
applies. 

Avicenna says that the first two kinds of necessities are similar to 


" B. Brody, “De re and de dicto Interpretations of Modal Logic or a Return to 
an Aristotelian Essentialism," Philosophy Quarterly of Israel, 2.1—2 (1972), 117-136. 
* This is what Averroes would call a de inesse simpliciter proposition. 
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each other in that they obtain for as long as the essence of the sub- 
ject obtains. The last four kinds of necessities are in virtue of a cer- 
tain condition of the subject not proceeding from its definition. The 
first two can be said to be necessities per se, the third and the fourth 
per accidens, the fifth and sixth, natural necessities. 

Avicenna says that the universal negative necessary proposition 
converts with a universal negative necessary proposition. ^ 
in the case of universal affirmative necessary propositions, the con- 
verse need not be a particular affirmative necessary proposition. 
Universal affirmative necessary propositions can sometimes yield asser- 
toric particular affirmative propositions. He uses an example, “N(every 
writer is a man)” whose converse is “Some men are writers” to prove 
his case. “Some men are writers may be necessary,” he says, “but 
this is not the [kind of] necessity you want.”* It is the kind of neces- 
sity applied to all possibilities (perhaps, contingent facts). Again, the 
particular affirmative necessary propositions need not yield necessary 
converses. Rules of N conversion: 


However, 


N(AaB) > N(BiA) but also, BiA 
N(AeB) <> N(BeA) (proof by reductio and ekthests) 
N(AiB) > N(BiA) but also BiA 


Finally, Avicenna accepts two manners of looking at assertoric propo- 
sitions. He claims that assertoric propositions can be, according to 
Theophrastus, those where there is no explicit modality mentioned. 
The proposition may or may not be necessary according to the last 
four types of necessities mentioned. Such propositions will allow com- 
plementary conversions (e.g., AeB <> AaB) as there is no guaran- 
teed necessity in them. On the other hand, we find Alexander's 
account where assertoric propositions must be read in accordance 
with one of the last four types of necessities mentioned. Let us call 
Theophrastus manner of looking at assertoric propositions AT and 
Alexander's manner AA.*? 


16 Naģāt, 65—66. 

"U Naģāt, 66. 

18 Naģāt, 60—62. 

49 Avicenna's presentation of the views of the Alexander and Themistius is found 
in the Nagat, 60—1. 
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Important rules of assertoric conversions are as follows." AeB < 
BeA?! is allowed only for that kind of assertoric proposition in which 
there is no specific and different time designated for the individual 
subjects for the proposition to be necessary.’ The conversion is true 
when there is no reference to time, for example, (horse e man). The 
terms are mutually exclusive per se. An example of an assertoric e 
conversion which fails due to temporal reference is: “No animal 
moves by will” (ie., at its time of rest). This proposition does not 
imply that nothing which moves by will is an animal.? We should 
bear in mind that here the converse is a proposition relating the 
substratum of the accidental subject term to a necessary predicate, 
whereas in the original statement we have a necessary subject term 
related to an accidental predicate. One wonders if this is a fair stan- 
dard of conversion to begin with. Either one must allow some ref- 
erence to time for the original statement to be true. In this case, 
the converse should also have a temporal reference (otherwise it fails 
only by homonymy). Or one must read the predicate in the origi- 
nal proposition as a rigid designator (as one does automatically for 
the converse when that predicate becomes the subject). In the latter 
case, both propositions would be false. For assertoric propositions, 
Avicenna admits the following conversions: 


a > i but also a > Ni example: (writer a man) ^ N(man 1 
writer)?! 
1 €? 1 but also Ni 


> Nagat, 63-65. 

9 Sif, 75—77. 

? Aristotle, De Int. 7, 17b23-25. 

? However, with reference to the same time, both propositions would be true 
and the conversion would go through. However, Avicenna points out (as Aristotle 
says about contingencies which incline both ways) that such propositions are not 
used in demonstrative sciences. 

* Avicenna proves the assertoric to necessary conversion by ekthesis. The com- 
mon (mashür) proof by ad impossibile is problematic, he explains, because it involves 
the conversion of e propositions which are themselves not always convertible (see 
above). Nagat, 64; Sif@, 88; and Goichon, 166: “Car souvent le prédicat n'est pas 
nécessaire pour le sujet, tandis que le sujet est nécessaire pour le prédicat." Avicenna 
seems to have a happy balance of essentialist and non-essentialist tendencies. 
Conversions of assertoric to necessary types require theorizing about essences and 
per se relation of terms. Such conversions would not always be true for Avicenna 
(if, for example, the terms are “white” and "book". 
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This brief exposition of possible, necessary, and assertoric proposi- 
tions has prepared the way for a presentation of Avicenna's solu- 
tions to the two problems I outline above.’ 


IV. Avicenna’s Solutions 
In the case of the two Barbaras, Avicenna's defense of Aristotle seems 
to lie in his peculiar manner of reading the major premise. 


N(AaB) = Everything described by B, or is the subject of B or 
is B at some time, necessarily or not necessarily, always or 
not always, this thing is A at all times or at no time (depend- 
ing on a or e).? 


This definition can be written in symbolic logic as: 
(x) [Blx) > NA] 


Such a construal of the necessary major premise certainly does allow 
Aristotle's conclusions to follow through. For if the major premise 
says that whatever 1s B (in any way) 1s necessarily A, then the minor 
premise can have any modality attached to it and still yield a nec- 
essary conclusion (provided the minor premise obtains). However, in 
the case where the minor premise is necessary, this definition 1s of 
no help in yielding a necessary conclusion. It is read as A is pred- 
icated of whatever D is in fact predicated and B is predicated nec- 
essarily of C, then A is still predicated szmpliciter of C. In fact, the 
term D 1s not even important. It could be an accidental or essential 
predicate for C. What is important for the conclusion to be neces- 
sary 1s that B should have a necessary relation with A and must be 


5 Avicenna's account of conversions is very meticulous. He takes into consider- 
ation several different ways of looking at a proposition and the proof methods for 
conversion before settling on its validity. In many cases, there are multilateral judg- 
ments on a proposition's convertibility. I am currently undertaking a full study of 
these conversion rules as found in the Nagat and Sif@. What I offer here is more 
or less a gloss to give a sense of Avicenna's position and to prepare the reader for 
the next section. 

°° What follows is based on Avicenna's discussion of syllogisms (assertoric and 
mixed) in Nagat, 33—44. The solutions to the two problems, in particular, are found 
on 37 and 40. 

? Also Sia, 31. 
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a rigid designator for C. It may be an essential or accidental rigid 
designator—the result will be the same. In these cases, it is the sup- 
positum of the subject term, B, not the term itself that counts. So, it 
seems that the medieval logicians of Abelardian stock may have been 
directly or indirectly influenced by Avicenna in offering a de re read- 
ing of the premise in order to let Aristotle's conclusion go through. 
However, the problem concerning the conversion of such proposi- 
tions still persists. This is not a real problem for Avicenna, however, 
who openly subscribes to multiple readings of a necessary proposi- 
tion. Depending on how a proposition is understood, different con- 
clusions and conversions will follow. The de re/de dicto distinction 
seems to be present in Avicenna, if not in these precise terms (neces- 
sity 1 and 3, for example). 

But Avicenna does have qualms with a too partial reading of 
Aristotle. So, he goes on to say that a necessary conclusion does 
come about when the minor premise is necessary, provided we read 
the major assertoric premise as AA. An example of this would be 
the following syllogism where the major premise is read as the third 
kind of necessity out of the six Avicenna enumerates: 


Everything white (necessarily) has the quality of splitting the air 
for vision to occur 

All swans are necessarily white 

All swans necessarily have the quality of splitting the air for 
vision to occur 


In this case, the major premise is assertoric but stands as a general 
necessary case with open variables. The conclusion is necessary and 
provides a particular instance of the general rule established by the 
major premise. The conclusion is, therefore, necessary. The lesson 
Avicenna teaches us is that it is the manner of construing a premise 
that yields the kinds of conclusions one seeks.” As there are different 
manners of construing a premise, the same syllogism will sometimes 
yield one conclusion, sometimes another. 

He teaches this same lesson when dealing with the second prob- 
lem. The proof for validating the conclusion rests on ad impossibile 


58 Using such construals, it seems possible to derive necessary conclusions even 
from two assertoric premises; Naģāt, 30. 
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and a false but not impossible supposition (much like Aristotle). We 
need to establish the truth of the following syllogism: 


(AaB) CA(BaJ) ^ CA(AaJ)? 
ad impossibile > not-CA(AaJ) > N(AiJ) or I(AIJ) ^ N(AoJ) 
False but not impossible supposition: 

CA(BaJ) ^ (BaJ) (for if it is possible that 


So if, 


But, 


So, 


If 


Then, 
But, 


So, 
So, if 
Then, 


(BaJ), then (BaJ) may 
obtain at some time 
without it leading to an 
absurdity). 
N(AoJ) 
BaJ) 
N(AoB) (this syllogism was proved earlier) 
AaB) was a given premise which contradicts N(AoB) as 
AaB) may or may not be necessary (Theophrastian 
reading). 
not-N(AoJ) 
NAIJ) 
BaJ) 
N(AIB) 
AaB) was a given premise which need not be necessary 
Theophrastian reading). 
not-N(AiJ) 
not-N(AoJ) and not-N(AIJ) 
CA(AaJ) 


But if AaB is taken as AA, then no contingency is proved. 


Throughout this proof, Avicenna insists on poinüng out that this 
conclusion would follow only if we read the assertoric premise as 
AT. For it is as AT that a proposition need not be necessary but 
may be so. However, if we read the assertoric as AA, then the con- 
clusion would be AA. For we would read this major premise just as 
we read it in the case of the Aristotelian Barbaras. AT premises are 
PA premises in disguise; AA premises are N premises, 1.e., the last 


5° Again, he first grants that using the same de re/de dicto reading as in the Barbaras, 
the conclusion is CA if the major is CA. He then proceeds to gloss the syllogism 
in the manner indicated here as another interpretation. 
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four N premises out of the six. Again, Avicenna reminds us to be 
wary of our particular construal of the premises. Read in one way, 
Aristotle’s conclusions are valid and read in another, they are not. 


Concluding Remarks 


This brief excursion into Avicenna’s logic indicates that modalities 
can be synonymous and homonymous. That is to say, a certain 
modal operator under one construal is synonymous with another (as 
in the case of PA and AT) and under another, the same modal may 
refer to two different concepts (as in PA and CA). Aristotle’s incon- 
sistencies in the Prior Analytics may be explained in terms of his over- 
sight regarding these matters. Avicenna, sensing this to be the possible 
source of the confusion, both defends Aristotle (when he specifies a 
valid construal of a modal for the First Teacher's conclusion to go 
through) and diverges from him (when he construes a modal in a 
way his master did not). 


® Avicenna's inspiration seems to come partly from Theophrastus, Alexander, 


and Themistius. In order for one to understand the historical development of modal 
logic to the point when it reaches Avicenna and to appreciate Avicenna’s own con- 
tributions and originality, one must research the ideas of these philosophers on the 
subject. This was unfortunately beyond the scope of this paper. 


CHAPTER TWO 


SOME TEXTS OF ARISTOTLES METAPHYSICS 
IN THE ILĀHĪVĀT OF AVICENNA’S KTTĀB AS-SIFA 


Amos Bertolacci 


The present contribution deals with the Aristotelian background of 
the Ilāhīyāt (“Science of Divine Things”) of Avicenna's Kitab as-Sifa’ 
(“Book of the Cure;" hereafter lahiyai).' The Sif@ in general, accord- 
ing to what Avicenna himself says in its prologue, 1s a work stem- 
ming from the Peripatetic tradition; the J/ahzyat in particular is 


! Ibn Sina, ai-Sifa^, al-Ilāhīyāt (1), ed. G. Anawati and S. Zā'id (Cairo: Wizārat 
at-Taqafa wa-l-Irsad al-Oāwmī, 1960); Ibn Sina, as-Sya^, al-Ilahiyat (2) ed. M.Y. 
Misa, S. Dunya and S. Zaid (Cairo: Wizarat at-Iagāfa wa-l-Irsad al-Qawmi, 1960). 
I have checked the text of the /lahiyát printed in the Cairo edition (= c) against 
MS Oxford, Pococke 110 (= P110), MS Oxford, Pococke 125 (= P125) and the 
Tehran lithograph (= t). P110 and P125 are not taken into account in c, whereas 
t is incompletely reported in the apparatus (I wish to thank J.L. Janssens for hav- 
ing kindly put at my disposal a photostatic reproduction of t). An important wit- 
ness of the Arabic text is the Latin Medieval translation (= D, recently edited in 
the Avicenna Latnus series (Avicenna Latinus, Liber de Philosophia prima stve Scientia 
divina, I-IV, ed. S. van Riet [Louvain: E. Peters, 1977]; Avicenna Latinus, Liber de 
Philosophia prima sive Scientia divina, V-X, ed. S. van Riet [Louvain: E. Peters, 1980]; 
Avicenna Latinus, Liber de Philosophia prima swe Scientia divina, I-X, Lexiques, cur. S. Van 
Riet [Louvain: E. Peters, 1983]). Useful in this respect 1s also M. Horten's German 
translation (= h), in so far as it is based on a manuscript tradition that is different 
from that on which c relies; see his Die Metaphysik Avicennas enthaltend die Metaphysik, 
Theologie, Kosmologie und Ethik (repr. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1960). An inte- 
gral French translation of c is available in Avicenne, La Métaphysique du Shif@, Livres 
I à V, Études musulmanes, XXI, tr. G.C. Anawati (Paris: J. Vrin, 1978); Avicenne, 
La Métaphysique du Shifr, Livres de VI à X, Etudes musulmanes, XXVII, tr. G.C. 
Anawati (Paris: J. Vrin, 1985). The first volume of Anawati's translation contains 
a very provisional list of corrections of c. The Jab as-Sif@ is the most important 
and influential philosophical summa of Avicenna. The /lahiyat is the fourth section 
of this work, and deals with the metaphysical science. 

? Avicenna states that it is “more accommodating to my Peripatetic colleagues" 
than his al-Hikma al-Masriqiya (Eastern Philosophy”) or al-Masrigiyun (“The Easterners”); 
see Ibn Sma, a-Sya, al-Mantiq: al-Madhal, ed. M. al-Hudayrī, F. al-Ahwānī and 
G.C. Anawaü (Cairo: Wizārat at-laqafa wa-l-Iršād al-Oāwmī, 1952; hereafter 
Madhal), 9.17-10.7; English translation in Dimitri Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian 
Tradition, Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical Works, Islamic Philosophy and 
Theology, Texts and Studies, IV (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1988), 51 (see also the remarks 
at 110—112). 
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portrayed in the same passage as containing "the science related to 
[Aristotle's] Metaphysics."? Therefore, although it is not a literal com- 
mentary on the Metaphysics, but rather a reworking of it, the Llahiyat 
is deeply dependent on the Metaphysics.* 

In the present contribution two examples of the reception of 
Aristotle's Metaphysics in the Ilahiyat are provided. I take into account 
two texts in which Avicenna anonymously quotes certain passages 
of the Metaphysics. I call them Text 1 and Text 2 respectively. They 
occur in chapter 4 of the sixth treatise (VI, 4) and chapter one of 
the seventh treatise (VIL, 1). I provisionally qualify their quotation 
style as “paraphrase.” They can be regarded as particularly significant 
for the following reasons. 

While in other parts of the //ahiyat Avicenna also paraphrases the 
Metaphysics, briefly or at length, without mentioning Aristotle, Texts 


3 al-tlm al-mansüb ila mā ba'da t-tabi^a (Madhal, 11.11). I discuss the exact mean- 
ing of this expression in my “The Structure of Metaphysical Science in the /lahiyyat 
(Divine Science) of Avicenna’s Aitab al-Sif@ (Book of the Cure)," Documenti e Studi 
sulla Tradizione Filosofica Medievale 13 (2002), forthcoming. 

* On the reception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in the Ilahiydt, see my “Metafisica 
A, 5, 986a22—26 nell'/lahiyyat del Kitab al-Sif@ di Ibn Sina,” Documenti e Studi sulla 
Tradizione Filosofica Medievale, 10 (1999), 205—231; id., “From al-Kindī to al-Fārābī: 
Avicenna's Progressive Knowledge of Aristotle's Metaphysics according to his 
Autobiography," Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 11.2 (2001), 257-295. Being deeply, 
albeit freely, linked to the Metaphysics, the [lahiyat had a tremendous impact on the 
reception of the Metaphysics in the subsequent history of medieval philosophy. This 
is true in both the Islamic world and the Latin Middle Ages. In the former, the 
Ilahiyat superseded to a large extent the Metaphysics itself. In the latter, the Latin 
translation of the /lahiyát, accomplished in the twelfth century, was acknowledged 
as one of the most authoritative interpretations of the Metaphysics. For the influence 
of the /lahiyát on Albert the Great, see my “‘Subtilius speculando,’ Le citazioni 
della Philosophia Prima di Avicenna nel Commento alla Metafisica di Alberto Magno,” 
Documenti e Studi sulla Tradizione Filosofica Medievale 9 (1998), 261—339; id., *Albert the 
Great, Metaph. IV, 1, 5: From the Refutatio to the Excusatio of Avicenna's Theory 
of Unity,” in Was ist Philosophie im Mittelalter, ed. J.A. Aertsen and A. Speer, Miscellanea 
Mediaevalia, 26 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1998), 881—887; id., “Le citazioni 
implicite testuali della Philosophia prima di Avicenna nel Commento alla Metafisica 
di Alberto Magno: analisi tipologica," Documenti e Studi sulla Tradizione Filosofica Medievale 
12 (2001), 179—274; id., “La divisione della filosofia nel primo capitolo del Commento 
di Alberto Magno alla Fisica: le fonti avicenniane,” in La Divisione della Filosofia e le 
sue Ragioni, Lettura di testi medievali (VI-XIII secolo), Atti del Settimo Convegno della Società 
Italiana per lo Studio del Pensiero Medievale ($.1.S.P.M.), Assisi, 14—15 novembre 1997, 
ed. G. D'Onofrio, (Cava de’ Tirreni [Salerno]: Avagliano Editore, 2001), 137-155; 
id., “Albert The Great and the Preface of Avicenna's Aitab al-Sif@,” in Avicenna and 
his Heritage, ed. J. Janssens and D. De Smet, forthcoming 2002; id., “The Reception 
of Avicenna's ‘Philosophia Prima’ in Albert the Great's Commentary on the Metaphysics: 
The Case of the Doctrine of Unity,” in Albertus Magnus 1200—2000, ed. W. Senner 
(Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2001), 67—78. 
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l and 2 have three noteworthy features. First, in them, Avicenna 
employs an unusual Arabic term, /uzwiya, to signify “existent.” In the 
rest of the /lahiyat, Avicenna uses mawģūd, rather than huwiya, to 
express this very concept. /uwiya is preferred over mawgiid in our 
texts because of the Arabic translation of the Metaphysics that Avicenna 
employed in these particular cases. Second, the comparison with 
Aristotle’s Metaphysics not only helps us to understand Avicenna's ter- 
minology in these texts, but also allows us to decide among some 
variants in the manuscripts of the Jlāhīyāt” Third, Avicenna in these 
texts engages in a sophisticated type of exegesis: in paraphrasing the 
Metaphysics, he emphasizes the main points of Aristotle's argument, 
quotes additional passages from the Metaphysics itself, and occasion- 
ally refers to doctrines of other Aristotelian works. 

I divide what follows into three parts. In the first part, as a pre- 
liminary step, I briefly discuss Auwiya as a philosophical term, and 
its use in what can be regarded as the most important Arabic version 
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics and in Avicenna’s Ilahiyat. The following 
two parts are devoted to the analysis of Text 1 and Text 2 respec- 
tively. The main purpose of this analysis is to identify the sources 
in Aristotle’s Metaphysics of the texts I take into account. The com- 
parison with the Aristotelian sources will help to disclose the par- 
ticular meaning that Auwiya assumes in Text 1 and Text 2, to emend 
in some passages the edited text of the //ahiyat, and to show Avicenna's 
quotation technique. I will substantially neglect a further possible 
approach, the theoretical one, and I will address the issue of the 
doctrinal continuity and development of ontology from Aristotle to 
Avicenna only incidentally. 


Huwīya as a philosophical term and its use in the Arabic translations 
of Anstotle’s Metaphysics and in Avicenna’s Iāhīyāt 


In philosophical Arabic huwiya bears three main meanings. First, in 
so far as it corresponds to the Syriac hāwyā, it means, as the latter 
does, the present participle “being” in the sense of “something that 


> A fully critical edition of the /lahiyat is still a desideratum. The current edition 
does not provide an apparatus fontium. 1 hope to show here that the investigation of 
the sources of the J/dhiyat, especially Aristotle’s Metaphysics, is an inescapable task 
for future editors of this work. 
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is” or “exists.” Second, in so far as it is an abstract noun, huwrya 
conveys the meaning of the infinitive “to be” in the sense of “essence.” 
Third, in so far as it was regarded as deriving from the particle huwa 
(the personal pronoun “he”), it occasionally means “identity,” in the 
sense of the identity of something with something else, or “same- 
ness."? For the sake of clarity, I will label these three meanings “exis- 
tent," “essence” and “sameness” respectively. 

I wish to stress two points in this respect. First, huwīya is used as 
a translation of the Greek öv (“being” in the sense of "existent^) in 
the Arabic translation of the Metaphysics that Avicenna used. Second, 
Avicenna in the Jlahiyat always employs Auwiya in the meaning of 
“existent” and “essence,” never in the meaning of “sameness.” 

As to the first point, Awwiya is the rendering of öv in the earl- 
lest and most extensive Arabic translation of the Metaphysics. This is 
the translation ascribed to Ustat.’ Ustat invariably translates ðv in 
the Metaphysics as huwīya.* Among the extant Arabic translations of 


* G. Endress, “Die wissenschaftliche Literatur: Die Entwicklung der Fachsprache,” 
in Grundriss der Arabischen Philologie, Band III: Supplement, ed. W. Fischer (Wiesbaden: 
L. Reichert, 1993), 21-22; id. “Du grec au latin à travers l'arabe: la langue, créa- 
trice d'idées dans la terminologie philosophique," in Aux origines du lexique philosophique 
européen, L'influence de la latinitas, ed. J. Hamesse (Louvain-la-Neuve: Fédération 
Internationale des Instituts d'Éudes Médiévales, 1997), 143, 161; H. Hugonnard- 
Roche, “La tradition syro-arabe et la formation du vocabulaire philosophique latin,” 
in ibid., 66—67. 

7 The extant parts of this translation are preserved in Averroes! Tafsir (“Commen- 
tary”) of Aristotle’s Metaphysics; see Averroes, Tafsir ma bad at-Tabi‘at, ed. M. Bouyges, 
3 vols. (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1938—1948). Ustat belonged to the circle of 
translators who gathered around al-Kindī. Huwiya as a rendering of ðv is common 
not only in Ustat’s translation of the Metaphysics, but also in other translations/adap- 
tations of Greek philosophical works which were produced by al-Kindi’s circle, or 
had some connection with it (see G. Endress, “The Circle of al-Kindi, Early Arabic 
Translations from the Greek and the Rise of Islamic Philosophy,” in The Ancient 
Tradition in Christian and Islamic Hellenism, ed. G. Endress and R. Kruk [Leiden: 
CNWS, 1997], 60—61). This is especially true of the Neoplatonic metaphysical works 
translated or paraphrased into Arabic. Thus, we find huwiya as respondent of dv in 
the Theologia Aristotelis, in the Arabic version of Proclus’ Elements of Theology, and in 
the Liber de Causis (see C. D'Ancona, “L'influence du vocabulaire arabe: causa prima 
est esse tantum," in L’élaboration du vocabulaire philosophique au Moyen Age, Actes du 
Colloque international de Louvain-la-Neuve et Leuven. 12—14 septembre 1998 organisé par la 
Société internationale pour l'étude de la Philosophie Médiévale, ed. J. Hamesse and C. Steel 
[ Turnhout: Brepols, 2000], 55—57 and nn. 7, 9-11). In a passage of the Theologia 
Aristotelis, huwiya is apparently used to translate the Greek tadtétng (“sameness”) as 
well (D'Ancona, “L’influence,” 56, n. 10). 

® See the indexes in Averroès, Tafsir, 11E(97)-(98), (231)-(232), (270), and S.M. 
Afnan, Philosophical Terminology in Arabic and Persian (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1964), 121—124. 
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the Metaphysics, Ustat’s appears to be the only one in which huwiya 
is employed as a rendering of óv. Avicenna apparently used Ustat’s 
translation in his literal commentary on book A of the Metaphysics in 
his Attāb al-Insaf (“Book of the Fair Judgment") edited by ‘A.R. 
Badawi in 1947,” and in his “Letter to the Vizier Abū Sa‘d” recently 
edited by Y. Michot.'® Very likely he had in mind, if not at hand, 
Ustat’s translation also when he wrote the /lahiyat. 

The second point I wish to stress is the following. Huwiya is quite 
commonly used by Arab philosophers, both before and after Avicenna.!' 


? Arabic text in Arista "inda arab, ed. *A.R. Badawi (Cairo: Maktabat an-Nahda 
al-Misrīya, 1947), 22—33. French translation and commentary in M. Sebti, “Sharh 
Kitab Harf al-lam li al-shaykh ar-Ra'is Ibn Sina, Traduction, annotation et présenta- 
tion,” unpublished thesis, Paris, Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, 1992. (I wish to 
thank the author for having kindly put at my disposal a copy of her work.) Sebti 
(1, nn. 2, 5; 5, n. 22) points out that the translation of the Metaphysics used by 
Avicenna in this work is that by Ustat. 

10 Y. Michot, Ibn Sind, Lettre au vizir Abū Sad, Editio princeps après le manuscrit. de 
Bursa, traduction de l'arabe, introduction, notes et lexique, Sagesses musulmanes, 4 (Beirut: 
Les Éditions Al-Bouraq, 2000). Michot shows that four literal quotations of the 
Metaphysics according to Ustat's translation occur in this text: 45.12—14 (corresponding 
to A 26, 1023b32-34); 46.3-9 (corresponding to A 5, 1015b36-1016a1; 1016a1—4); 
47.8-12 (corresponding to Z 11, 1037a22-24); 49.1—5 (corresponding to Z 10, 
1035b6-8; Z 10, 1035b10). All of this does not entail, however, that Ustat’s was 
the only translation of the Metaphysics that Avicenna used; I point out Avicenna’s 
use of a different translation in my communication “La ricezione del libro G della 
Metafisica nell lahiyat del Kitab as-Sif@ di Avicenna,” read at the international con- 
ference "Aristotele e 1 suoi esegeti neoplatonici, Logica e ontologia nelle interpre- 
tazioni greche e arabe," C.N.R., Centro di Studio del Pensiero Antico/ European 
Science Foundation, Network Late Antiquity and Arabic Thought, Rome 19—20 
October, 2001. 

! Before Avicenna, we find several occurrences of this term in the most famous 
and important metaphysical writing by al-Kindī, the Falsafa al-ülá (“First Philosophy”), 
ed. MA. Abu Rīda in Rasā”u al-Kindi al-falsafiya (Cairo: Dar al-Fikr al-"Arabī, 1950), 
1:97-162, and, more recently, in Œuvres philosophiques et. scientifiques. d"Al-Kündi, II: 
Métaphysique et Cosmologie, ed. R. Rashed and J. Jolivet (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1998), 
1-117, with facing French translation. An English translation of Abū Rida's edi- 
tion, including a comprehensive introduction and a detailed commentary, is avail- 
able in A.L. Ivry's Al-Aündis Metaphysics (Albany: SUNY, 1974). The occurrences of 
huwiya in Rashed/Jolivet’s edition are at 27.9 (“existence” Rashed/Jolivet; “being” 
Ivry), 35.14 (“existence” Rashed/Jolivet; “being” Ivry), 97.1, 3, 7, 10, 16 (“exist- 
ence" Rashed/Jolivet; *being" Ivry). To these occurrences reported in the glossary 
of the edition (220), the following have to be added: 95.1, 95.2 (“sujet” Rashed/Jolivet; 
“existence” Ivry). In three of these occurrences (35.14; 95.1; 95.2) uwiya possibly 
has the meaning “existent.” See al-Aindi, Rīsāla fi m@iyat mā lā yumkin an yakün lā 
nthaya <lahū> wa-mā llādī yugāl «fihi lā nihāya lahū (“Treatise on the Quiddity of 
What Cannot be Infinite and What is said to be Infinite”), in Œwvres philosophiques 
et scientifiques d'Al-Kindi, 11:153.22. Al-Fārābī devotes an entire section of Kitāb al- 
Hurüf (“Book of Particles”) to describing /uwiya and the other terms employed in 
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It is also widespread in Avicenna's philosophical works." In the text 
of the /lahiyát printed in Cairo in 1960 this term appears twenty- 
four times (a complete list of occurrences of /uwiya in the Cairo edi- 


Arabic to translate the Greek terminology for “being”; see al-Farabi, Book of Letters 
(Kitab al-Hurūf), Commentary on Aristotle's Metaphysics, ed. M. Mahdi (Beirut: Dar al- 
Mašrig, 1969), 88 83—86. Huwiya occurs also, in the meaning of “sameness,” in al- 
Fārābī's Fi agrad al-hakim fi kull magāla min al-kitab al-mawsūm bi-l-hurüf, in Alfarabi’s 
Philosophische Abhandlungen, ed. F. Dieterici, (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1890), 36.16 (German 
translation in A/farabi’s Philosophische Abhandlungen, tr. Dieterici [Leiden: EJ. Brill, 
1892], 54—60; French translation, with textual remarks, in Th.-A. Druart, *Le traité 
d'al-Fārābī sur les buts de la Métaphysique d'Aristote," Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 
24 (1982), 43: "quiddité"; Spanish translation in R.R. Guerrero, *Al-Fārābī y la 
‘Metafisica’ de Aristóteles," La Ciudad de Dios 196 (1983), 211—240; partial English 
translation in Gutas, Avicenna, 242: “identity”). After Avicenna, al-Gazālī employs 
huwiya in the Tahāfut al-Falāsifa (ed. M. Bouyges [Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 
1927], 321.5; see The Incoherence of the Philosophers, tr. M.E. Marmura [Provo, Utah: 
Brigham Young University Press, 1997], 197: “haecceity”). In F. Jabre, Essai sur le 
lexique de Ghazal, Contribution à l'étude de la terminologie de Ghazali dans ses principaux 
ouvrages à l'exception du Tahāfut (Beirut: Publications de l'Université Libanaise, 1970), 
no entry is devoted to huwīya or huwahuwiya. For the use of huwiya in Averroes, see 
below n. 80. 

2? A.-M. Goichon, Lexique de la langue philosophique d'Ibn Sina (Avicenne) (Paris: Desclée 
de Brouwer, 1938), 411—413 (see also ead., *Huwiyya," EI, 3:644—645), records 
eleven occurrences of huwiya (three of which are taken from the //ahiyai), and trans- 
lates this term as "ipsčitē,” “substance individuelle" and “essence.” In the Vocabulaires 
comparés d'Aristote et d'Ibn Sīnā (Paris: Desclée du Brouwer, 1939), 36a, Goichon regards 
huwiya in the meaning of “substance individuelle” as equivalent to xpótn ovoío, 
and in the meaning of “ipséité” as equivalent to ónep tóðe tt. Among the occur- 
rences which Goichon does not take into account, Auwiya means “existent” in the 
opening chapter (I, 2) of the Madķal (“Commentary on Porphyry's lsagoge”) belong- 
ing to the S7f@; see Madhal, 13.5, 13.7 (Latin translation in Avicennae peripatetici 
philosophi ac medicorum facile primi opera in lucem redacta . . . [Venetiis, 1508; repr. Frankfurt 
am Main: Minerva, 1961], £. 2ra: “identitas”; English translation in M.E. Marmura, 
“Avicenna on the Division of the Sciences in the Isagoge of his Shia,” Journal of 
the History of Arabic Sciences 92 (1980), 244—245: “individual identity”). Outside the 
Sifā', huwiya means “existent” in the Risála fi agsām al-uliim al-"aglīya (“Treatise on 
the divisions of the intellectual sciences"), where it occurs twice; see Ibn Sina, Rrsāla 
fi agsām al-"ulūm al-'agliya, in Tis‘ rasā”il fi l-hikma wa-t-tabt at, ed. H. ‘Ast (Damascus: 
Dar Oābis, 1986), 85.1, 89.19; French translation in G.C. Anawati, “Les divisions 
des sciences intellectuelles d’Avicenne,” MIDEO 13 (1977), 326, 330: “identité”; 
French translation in J. Michot, “Les sciences physiques et métaphysiques selon la 
Risālah fi agsām al-"ulūm d'Avicenne, Essai de traduction critique,” Bulletin de philoso- 
phie médiévale 22 (1980), 68: “ipséité.” In the commentary on book A of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics, belonging to the Kitāb al-Insaf (“Book of the Fair Judgment"), Avicenna 
uses /uwiyat in the sense of “existents”; see Badawi, Aristü, 22.15 (Sebti, “Sharh,” 2, 
translates this term as “étres”). Other occurrences of /tuwiya are, for example (I owe 
some of these references to D.C. Reisman): at-Ta‘ligat (“The Notes”), ed. Badawi 
(Cairo: al-Hay?a al-Misriya al-'Amma li-I-Kitab, 1973), 145.2, 147.23, 147.25, 
148.5—6; al-Mubahatat (“The Discussions”), ed. M. Bīdārfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 
1992), 59.7 (see also J.R. Michot, “La réponse d'Avicenne à Bahmanyār et al- 
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tion is provided in the Appendix below).? In this work, very often 
huwīya means "essence." In some fewer cases, however, it means 
“existent.” This happens mainly, if not exclusively, in the texts I ana- 
lyze below.'* On the other hand, nowhere in the /lahyát does huwiya 
mean “sameness,” though it is sometimes translated in this way. The 
term Avicenna uses in this work to signify “sameness” 1s distinct 
from /uwiya, albeit similar to it, namely Auwahuwiya. Huwahuwiya 
derives from Auwahuwa, meaning “same,” “identical.” This being the 
case, as far as Avicenna's /lahiyàt is concerned, the semantic areas 
of huwiya ("essence" or “existent”) and Auwahuwiya (“sameness”) have 
to be kept distinct. 

We can now turn to the analysis of Texts 1-2. The tables pro- 
vided in the following sections report, in three parallel columns (from 
left to right): Avicenna's text, the corresponding passages in Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics and their translation in Ustat’s Arabic version of the 
Metaphysics. The emendations of the Cairo edition that are discussed 
are parenthetically glossed.'° 


Text 1: Māhīyāt VI 4, 281.1-4 


Text 1 belongs to the fourth chapter of the sixth treatise of the 
Ilāhīyāt. The sixth treatise of the J/ahiyat deals with the doctrine of 
causality. Avicenna takes into account, one after the other, the four 


Kirmānī, Présentation, traduction critique et lexique arabe-frangais de la Mubahatha 
IIL" Le Muséon 110 (1997), 170: “ipséité”); Risāla fi l--Ahd (“Treatise on the Pact”), 
ed. Badawi in Aristū, 247.4 (see also Michot's translation in Lbn Sind, Lettre au vizir, 
118: “ipséité”); ar-Risála al-Adhawiya fi l-ma'ād (“Treatise on the Return”), ed. F. Luc- 
chetta (Padova: Antenore, 1969), 13.10—11 (at 12, Lucchetta translates huwitya as 
*ipseitā”). 

5 As we will see, in two such cases huwahuwiya (“sameness”) has to be read 
instead of huwiya. The lexicon of the critical edition of the Latin translation (Avicenna 
Latinus, Liber de Philosophia prima swe Scientia dwina, I-X, 137, reports only twenty 
occurrences. J. Jolivet, “Le vocabulaire de l'étre et de la création dans la Philosophia 
prima de l'Avicenna Latinus," in L’élaboration, 42, provides an incomplete summary 
of the data collected in the lexicon of the critical edition. 

" Huwiya could mean “existent” in the /lahryat, 313.7, as well (see Appendix 
below). However, the lack of a close correspondence with the text of Aristotle's 
Metaphysics leaves obscure the precise meaning of /uiya in this case; furthermore, 
the close connection between /uwiya and wahda (“unity”)—not with wahid (“one”) 
as in Text 1 and Text 2—allows the translation of /uwtya in this passage as “entity” 
rather than "existent." 

5 For other corrections, see below nn. 46, 65, 68, 76. 
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Aristotelian causes. After the treatment of the efficient cause in chap- 
ters 1-3, in chapter 4 Avicenna focuses on the material, formal and 
final causes. Within the discussion of the material cause we find a 
digression on “element” (ustuquss), intended as the material constituent 
of something. This digression can be divided in two parts. Text 1 
is its second part. 

“Element” (orotyetov) 1s one of the items Aristotle discusses in the 
fifth book (A) of the Metaphysics. Metaphysics A is a sort of glossary of 
fundamental philosophical terms. In A 3 Aristotle expounds the 
different meanings of “element.” The first part of Avicenna’s digres- 
sion on “element” is a paraphrase of Metaphysics A 3. In this part 
Avicenna summarizes lines 1014a26—b9 of this chapter. Then, in the 
second part of the digression Avicenna starts paraphrasing another 
passage of the Metaphysics, namely chapter 3 of book B. Book B, the 
third book of the Metaphysics, is a collection of theoretical problems 
whose solution Aristotle provides in the rest of the work. In B 3 
Aristotle faces the difficulty of whether the universal genera, or the 
particular constituents, have to be considered elements and princi- 
ples of things. Thus, the theme of “element” is common to both A 
3 and B 3. This is why Avicenna links together these two Aristotelian 
passages in Text 1. 

Text 1 consists of eight sections. Let us follow step by step Avicenna’s 
procedure. 


Ilāhīyāt VI 4, 281.1—4 Aristotle’s Metaphysics Ustat’s Arabic translation 


of the Metaphysics 
A 3, 1014a26-b9 


First part of the digression 497.9—498.11 


on “element” (280.14—17) 


Second part of the digres- 
sion on “element” (281. 
1-4): 


[1] (281.12) those who 
think things are generated 
only from genera and dif- 
ferentiae regard them [1.e., 
genera and differentiae] as 
first elements, 


16 


(A 3, 1014b9-12) Now, 
since the so-called genera 
are universal and indivisible 
(for there 1s no formula of 
them), some say the genera 
are elements, and more so 


Justi ģa'alahā l-ustuqussáti l-ülá. . . . 


(498.11—13) Since the things 
called genera are universals 
and do not get divided— 
because they do not have 
any formula—some say the 
genera are elements and 


wa-man rad anna l-asy@a innamā tatakawwanu [takiinu P125] mina l-afnási wa-l- 
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(cont.) 
Ilāhīyāt VI 4, 281.1-4 


[2] (281.2) especially “one” 
and “existent” (huwiya).” 


Aristotle’s Metaphysics 


than the differentia, because the 
genus is more universal." 


(B3, 998a20—23) Apart 
from the difficulty of stating 
the case truly with regard 
to these matters, it is hard 
to say, with regard to the 
first principles, whether it is 
the genera that should be 
taken as elements and prin- 
ciples, or rather the primary 
constituents of a thing." 


(B3, 998b9-11) And some 
also of those who say unity 
and being (tò öv), or the 
great and the small, are ele- 


ments of things (6vta), seem 
to treat them as genera.” 
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Ustat’s Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


more so, because the genus 
is more universal.'? 


(215.13-14) These things 
are very obscure, and in 
attaining their truth a very 
big difficulty occurs. (217. 
17-218.1) Also in knowing 
the principles a difficulty 
occurs," since we try to 
know whether it is neces- 
sary to regard the genera, 
or the things from which 
all things come, as elements 
and principles.?! 


(219.4—6) Some of those 
who maintain that “one” 
and “existent” (huwiya), and 
the great and the small, 
are elements of existents 
(Auwiyat) use them as, and 
make them be, genera." 


ig SA m ` n n A va ; NE ET, A no^ 
émel otv Tā. kañobueva yévr KABSAOD Kai Kdiaipeta (od yàp Éott Adyos AVTĀV), 


oto1zeia tà yévm Aéyovoí vweg, Kol UGAAOV Ñ thv Stagopav Sti kaðóñov LGAAOV 
tò yévoc. Greek text as in Aristotle’s Metaphysics, A Revised Text with Introduction and 
Commentary, ed. W.D. Ross (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924); English translation in 
The Complete Works of Aristotle, The Revised Oxford Translation, ed. J. Barnes, vol. 2 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984). 

'8 wa-li-anna llatī tusammá aģnāsan hiya kullīpātun wa-la tanqasimu wa-dalika li-anna 
laysa lahā kalimatun gāla bardu n-nāst inna l-agndsa ustugussātun wa-innahà aktaru fi l- 
ustugussīyati li-anna l-ğinsa aktaru kullīyatan. 

19 Tlept te tovtov otv dnopto norih ng Sei Üfuevov voyeiv tfjg GAnPetog, koi 
nepi TOV dpxOov nótepov Sei tà yévm otoueia koi &pyóg DroAGUBEVELV Tj uA Xov 
&& OV ĒVVTOPXOVTOV gotiv Ékactov TPOTOV. 

20 fa-hādihī l-asya^u gamidatun giddan wa-ft daraki hagīgatihā su'übatun katīratun giddan. 

?! zva-fi ma'rifati l-awa ili su'ūbatun aydan fa-innā nafhasu an na‘lama hal yanbaģī an 
yuzanna anna l-ustuqussáti wa-l-awā ila hiya l-ačnāsu am hiya llatī minha kaynūnatu šamī 
l-asya^i. 

70. wa-husiisan al-wahida wa-l-huwiyata. 

25 oaivovtar dé TIVEG kal TOV ĀEYOVTOV otoureio. TOV OvTOV TO EV i] TO Ov T] TO 
uéyo Kai pikpóv Gg yéveow adtoicg xpfo8at. 

?* wa-ba'du lladina yaztumūna anna ustugussāti l-huwiyáti huwa [sic] l-wāhidu wa-l-huwi- 
yatu wa-l-kabīru wa-s-saģīru yastaémilunahà wa-yusayytrūnahā ka-l-aģnāsi. 
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(cont.) 
Ilāhīyāt VI 4, 281.1-4 


[3] (281.2) Therefore, they 
assume that they [“one” 
and *existent”| are the prin- 
ciples that most deserve to 
be principles,” 


[4] (281.2) since they are 
the most universal and gen- 
eral principles.” 


[5] (281.3) If they were 
impartial in their judgment, 
they would know that 


[6] (281.3) independent 
subsistence belongs only to 
individuals," 


[7] (281.3-4) so that the 
things that are close to 
them [r.e., to the individu- 
als] are worthier to be sub- 
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Aristotle’s Metaphysics 


(B3, 998b19—-21) There 
will, then, be as many prin- 
ciples of things (6vtm) as 
there are primary genera, 
so that both being (tò dv) 
and unity will be principles 
and substances; 


(B3, 998b21) for these are 
most of all predicated of 
all things (óvto).? 


(Aristotle's Categories, 5, 
2b5—7) So if the primary 
substances did not exist 
it would be impossible for 
any of the other things to 
exist.” 


(Categories 5, 2b7—10) Of the 
secondary substances the 
species 1s more a substance 
than the genus, since it is 


© fa-qad ģa'alūhā awlá l-mabad?i bi-l-mabd@iyati. 


26 


tocata obv ĒGOVTOL &pyoi TOV GVTOV Ooomep TH 


te OV Koi TO £v Ópxyoi Kai odotat. 
7 fa-yakiinu ‘adadu awa ili l-huwiyati ‘alá “adadi l-agnasi l-uwali wa-yakünu l-wāhidu wa- 
I-huwiyatu aw@ ila wa-čawālura l-huwīyāti. 
* Ji-annahā ašadduhā |-hā add. sup. lin. P110; om. t] Aullīyatan wa-ginsiyatan. 
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Ustāt's Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


(219.14—220.1) The num- 
ber of principles of exis- 
tents (Auwiydt) corresponds 
to the number of first gen- 
era; “one” and “existent” 
(huwiya) are principles and 
substances of existents 
(huwiyat)," 


since these more than oth- 
ers are said of all existents 
(hucwiyai),*° 


(Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s Arabic 
translation, 8.9—10) 
Necessarily, then, if the pri- 
mary substances did not 
exist, there would be no 
way of existence for any of 
those other things.” 


(Ishāg's Arabic translation, 
8.12-13) The species, 
among the secondary sub- 
stances, is worthier than the 


TPOTA yévm, ot’ Zotar TÓ 


TODTA YUP KATH TOVTOV UGALOTA A€yetat TOV Svtwv. See also B 4, 1001a21—22: 


tadta yap oti KaBSAOD HGĀLOTA n&vvov = 261.13—14: licanna. l-wahida wa-l-huwiy- 
ata awgabu kulltyatan min sā”trt l-ašyā”i. 
°° li-anna hādihī aktara dālika tugālu ‘ala gamit % l-huwiyáti. 
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wa-law ansafū la-alimü anna l-guvāma bi-d-dati innama huwa li-l-ašhāsi.... 


2 un odo@v oov TOV TPOTOV OVOLOV åðúvatov TOV GAAMV TL civar. 

55 fa-yaģibu idan in lam yakuni l-gawahiru l-wwalu alla yakūna sabilun ilá an yūģada Say’ un 
min tilka l-uhari. Arabic text of the Categories as in Mantiq Aristü, ed. Badawi (Cairo: 
Dar al-Kutub al-Misriya, 1948), 1:1—55. 
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(cont.) 
Ilāhīyāt VI 4, 281.1-4 


stances and to subsist by 
themselves,” 


[8] (281.4) and [they would 
know] that they [i.e., the 
things that are close to the 
individuals] are worthier of 


Aristotle’s Metaphysics 


nearer to the primary sub- 
stance.” 


(B3, 999a4—5) that which 
1s predicated directly of the 
individuals will have more 
unity.” 
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Ustat’s Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


genus to be described as 
substance, since it is closer 
to the primary substance.?? 


(227.12-13) therefore the 
last one which is predicated 
is worthier of unity than 
anything else.” 


unity (wahda) [existence 
(wufüd) ed.] as well." 


The main point of section [1] is that some philosophers may think 
that genera and differentiae are elements of things. What Avicenna 
says in section [1] corresponds to A 3, 1014b9—12, where Aristotle 
maintains that some regard genera, and—to a lesser extent—differ- 
entiae, as elements. As far as genera are concerned, section [1] cor- 
responds also to the first alternative. Aristotle mentions in B 3, 
998a20—23, namely the possibility of regarding genera as elements 
and principles. Thus, section [1] constitutes the transition from the 
first part of the digression, which is based on A 3, to the second 
part, which reltes on B 3. It is noteworthy that one of the greatest 
Aristotelian scholars of modern times, W.D. Ross, when comment- 
ing on the passage of A 3 that Avicenna paraphrases in section [1], 
refers, in the same vein as Avicenna, to B 3.® 

In section [2] Avicenna presents “one” and fAuwiya as special cases 
of genera which have actually been regarded as elements. Section 
[2] corresponds to B 3, 998b9-11. In this passage Aristotle selects 
unity and being (dv), together with the great and the small, as salient 


3t fa-mā yalīhā awlá bi-an [bi-an om. P125] yaküna ģawāhira wa-gā”imātin bi-anfusiha. 

3 Tàv è čevīēpov obciàv udov Odola tò eióoc TOD yévoug: čyytov yàp cflc 
npótng OLOLAG &otiv. 

39 wa-n-nawu mina l-fawahiri t-taniyati awlá bi-an yüsafa gawharan mina l-ğinsi li-annahū 
aqrabu mina I-gawhari l-awwalt. 

9 ...wa-annahü awlá bi-l-wahdati [P110 P125 t 1 h : wuģūdi c] aydan. According 
to the apparatus of c, the reading wugiidi is attested by MSS B, D, G; the reading 
wahdati, on the other hand, is attested in the margin of MS B and in MSS $ M. 

9! ugAAov av ëv tò čoyatov ei kocmyopoouevov. 

39 fa-yakünu l-wahidu l-mahmiilu l-ahiru awgaba wahdaniyatan min gayrihi. 

* Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 1:295. 
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examples of genera regarded as elements. In Ustat's Arabic transla- 
tion of this Aristotelian passage, öv is rendered as huwiya. Avicenna 
simply adopts the term fuwīya that he finds in Ustat's translation as 
a rendering of ov (“being” in the sense of “existent”). I tentatively 
propose, therefore, to translate huwīya in section [2] as "existent." 

In section [3] Avicenna attributes to the aforementioned philoso- 
phers the belief that *one" and "existent" are primary principles. 
Section [3] corresponds to B 3, 998b19—21, where Aristotle states 
that being and unity are principles since they are primary genera. 
The fact that "existent" and "unity" are primary genera entails, in 
Avicenna's mind, that they are primary principles as well. 

In section [4] Avicenna gives the reason why these philosophers 
have regarded “one” and “existent” as first principles. The reason 
Avicenna provides in section [4] is very much the same as the expla- 
nation Aristotle gives in B 3, 998b21. 

Section [5] 1s an original addition by Avicenna. 

In section [6] Avicenna switches from the Metaphysics to the fifth 
chapter of Aristotle's Categories. In this respect it 1s remarkable that 
A. Madigan also refers to the fifth chapter of the Categories in his 
recent commentary on book B when commentng on the passage of 
B 3 that Avicenna paraphrases in one of the next sections (section 
[8]).* Avicenna assigns independent subsistence only to individuals. 
This corresponds to the passage 2b5-7 of the Categories, where Aristotle 
calls individuals *primary substances" and gives them priority in exis- 
tence over everything else. 

In section [7] Avicenna recasts in general terms the principle that 
Aristotle in Categories 2b7—9 applies to the case of genera and species: 
the closer something 1s to individuals, the more it is a substance. 

In section [8] Avicenna goes back to Metaphysics B 3. This section 
is a paraphrase of B 3, 999a4—5. In these lines Aristotle says that 
what is predicated directly of individuals has more unity than what 
is predicated indirectly of them.* If in section [8] we adopt the read- 


£ The neologism “ipseity” seems to me a less viable alternative. Marmura's choice 
of translating Auwiya in Avicenna's Madhal of the Sif@ as “individual identity” (see 
above, n. 12) may be misleading, due to the possible confusion between “individual 
identity" and “sameness.” 

? Aristotle, Metaphysics, Book B and Book K 1-2, translated and commented by 
A. Madigan (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999), 77. 

* [n other words, “man” is predicated directly of the individual man Socrates, 
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ing wahda (“unity”) instead of the reading wuģūd (“existence”) chosen 
by the Cairo editors, we obtain the same thesis as the one Aristotle 
expounds in the aforementioned passage. There are other good rea- 
sons to prefer the variant wahda to the reading wugid. Wahda is 
attested by three of the six manuscripts of the Cairo edition; it 1s 
present also in the Tehran hthograph, and presupposed by the Latin 
and the German translations. The corruption of wahda into wuģūd 
can be explained as a scribal error, due to the similanty of the duc- 
tus (rasm) of these two terms. Moreover, if Avicenna were speaking 
of “existence,” he would simply repeat now what he has already 
established in section [7] with regard to substantiality and subsis- 
tence. If, on the other hand, he is speaking of "unity," he is apply- 
ing now to unity what he has just shown about substance and 
subsistence, in other words about “existent.” The reading wahda, 
therefore, is very much required by the constant parallelism between 
"existent" and unity in Text 1. 

On account of all this evidence, I tentatively propose to read wahda 
instead of wugiid in Avicenna’s section [8]. 


Text 2: Nāhīyāt VII. 1, 303.2-16 


Text 2 constitutes the beginning of the first chapter of the seventh 
treatise of the //ahiyat. In this chapter Avicenna expounds the prop- 
erties of unity and multiplicity." Text 2 can be divided into ten sec- 
tions. The dependence of sections [3]-[8] from Metaphysics T 2 has 
been already pointed out. I wish to show here that sections [2] 
and [10] also depend on Metaphysics T. Book T is the fourth book 
of the Metaphysics. In Text 2 Avicenna’s paraphrase of Aristotle is 
quite straightforward and does not need to be analyzed in detail 
here. My observations will be limited to sections [1], [2] and [10]. 


and therefore has more unity than “animal,” which is predicated of Socrates only 
indirectly, in so far as Socrates is a man. 

4 In the following two chapters Avicenna engages in a criticism of the philoso- 
phies of Pythagoras and Plato. 

5 A. Bertolacci, “Avicenna ed Averroé come fonti del Commento di Alberto 
Magno alla Metafisica di Aristotele: la dottrina dei trascendentali nei commenta- 
tori arabi di Aristotele e nel tredicesimo secolo latino,” Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Florence 1998, 65-107; R. Wisnovsky, “Notes on Avicenna’s Concept of Thingness 
(šav iyya), Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10 (2000), 198 and n. 34, 219. 
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llahiyat VII 1, 303.2-16 


[1 Title] (303.2—4) Chapter 
on the conseguent attrib- 
utes of unity, namely same- 
ness (huwahuwiya) [huwiya 
ed.] and its divisions; the 
consequent attributes of 
multiplicity, namely “other” 
and difference; the types of 
opposition that are known." 


[2 Introduction] (303.5—6) 
It seems we have exhaus- 
tively discussed, with res- 
pect to this aim of ours, 
the things that are proper 
to “existent qua existent” 
(huwiya min haytu hiya huwiya) 
or are consequent attrib- 
utes of it." 


[3] (303.6) Furthermore, 
“one” and “existent” (maw- 
gid) are equal to each other 
in being predicated of 
things, 


AMOS BERTOLACCI 


Aristotle's Metaphysics 


(F1, 1003a21—22) There is 
a science which investigates 
being as being (tò dv Å öv) 
and the attributes which 
belong to this in virtue of 
its own nature.” 


(T2, 1003hb22—24) If, now, 
being and unity are the 
same and are one thing 
in the sense that they are 
implied in one another 
as principles and cause 
are,.. 3l 


Ustàt's Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


(296.5—7) Aristotle says that 
to a certain science belongs 
the investigation of "exis- 
tent" (huwiya) in its nature 
and the investigation of the 
things that belong to “exis- 
tent” (Auzvīya) in itself.” 


(310.2—4) As to “one” and 
“existent” (kuzvīya), if they 
are one thing and have one 
nature, then they follow 
each other as principle and 
cause follow each other” 


© Faslun fi lawahiqi. l-wahdati [wa-l-katrati add. P110] mina l-huwahuwiyati [P110 


P125 t h : Autwtyati c| wa-agsamihà wa-lawāhigi l-katrati [mina . . . katrati add. mg. P110] 
mina l-gayri [P110 P125 B G DS M: Lgayriyati c t] wa-l-hilāfi wa-asnāfi t-tagabuli 
I-ma'rüfati. According to c, the reading huwiya is attested by the sole MS G; Auwahuwiya, 
on the contrary, is witnessed by MSS B, D, $, M. The Latin translation has identitas. 

U yusbihu an yakūna [naküna punct. P110] gadi stawfind l-kalama bi-hasabi garadinà 
hada fi l-umüri llati tahtissu bi-l-huwiyati min haytu hiya huwiyatun aw [wa P125 B G D 
S] talhaguhā. 

18 “Eotw émocum tig i Oeopet tò öv Å öv xoi TĀ TOLTE onápyovto. kað’ a6. 

? Qala Aristū inna li-ilmin wāhidin mina l-ulūmi n-nazara ft l-huwīyati ‘tla kunhihā wa- 
n-nagara fi l-ajya^i llati hiya li-L-huwiyati bi-datiha. 

5 fumma l-wāhidu wa-l-mawģūdu gad yatasāwayāni fi l-hamli ‘alá l-asya^i. ... 

?! Ei 6h tó Ov xoi tò Ev TaVTOV xoi uia PLOIG TH GkoAovdetv GAĀNĀOIG Oonep 
py koi aitiov.... 

5 wa-amma l-wahidu wa-l-huwīyatu ida kānā say'an wāhidan wa-kāna lahumā tibāun 
wahidun fa-ttibā'u kulli wahidin minhumā li-sahibiht ka-ttibāt l-awwali wa-l-illati ba'diha 
ba'dan. 
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(cont.) 
llahiyat VII 1, 303.2-16 


[4] (303.7) so that each 
thing that is said “existent” 
(mawgiid) in a certain respect 
can be properly said “one” 
in another, 


[5] (3803.7-8) and every- 
thing has one existence 
(vušūd).” 


[6] (303.8) Therefore some- 
times it 1s thought that the 
concept of each of them is 
the same,” 


[7] (303.8) but it is not so.” 


Aristotle’s Metaphysics 


(T2, 1003b26-27) for one 
man and a man are the 
same thing, and existent 
(@v), man, and a man are 
the same thing? 


(T2, 1003b32-33) and if, 
further, the essence of each 
thing is one in no merely 
accidental way, and simi- 
larly is from its very nature 
something that zs (öv c)" 


(T2, 1003b25-26) (though 
it makes no difference even 
if we interpret them simi- 
larly—in fact this would 
strengthen our case)" 


(T2, 1003b24—25)... not 
in the sense that they are 
explained by the same for- 
mula.” 
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Ustat’s Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


(310.5—6)... since the 
expressions “one man,” or 
“man is” (huwa), or “this 


man,” signify one thing.” 


(310.11-12) We also say 
that the substance of each 
thing 1s one not acciden- 
tally, and therefore we 
say that the substance of 
everything is an existent 
(huwiya).?? 


(310.4—5) Therefore, there 
is no difference in their 
relationship, even if we 
think in this way. 


(310.4)... not because a 
single definition signifies 
both of them.** 


?* hattá anna kulla mà yugālu [lahū add. P125 t| imnahü mawgüdun bi-tibārin yasihha 
an yugāla (nagūla M P110] lahū [add. sup. lin. P125] innahū wahidun bi-tibārin. 
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TALTO yàp eig &vOponog xoi &vOponog [xoi &vOpeonog Ab T Al. Ross : 


om. 


EJ Asc. Syr. edd.], koi ðv Gvdporog xoi &vOponoc. For the sigla, see Aristotle’s 


Metaphysics. 


5 li-anna qawla l-q@ ili insānun wāhidun aw insānun huwa aw insānun hada yadullu ‘ala 
Sayin wahidin. The Arabic translator employed a Greek MS similar to EJ. 
5 wa-kullu say in fa-lahū wuğūdun wāhidun. 
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bv tt. 
58 


wa-li-dālika nagūlu inna gawhara kulli Sayin huwiyatun. 


59 
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étt © T ĒKGOTOV obocia Év ĒOTLV où KATH ovuupepnkóc, ouotog SE koi Onep 
wa-aydan naqülu inna gawhara kulli wāhidin mina l-asya^i wāhidun lā bi-nawt l-‘aradi 


wa-li-dalika [ka-dālika P110] rubbamā zunna anna l-mafhüma minhuma wahidun. 
(Staptpet 6& odPév 005’ Av opotog oroAGBonev, GAAG Kai mpd ~pyou HGĀXov). 


9! fa-lā fasla fūmā baynahumā wa-in zanannā milla hada z-zanni. 


* wa-laysa ka-dālika. 
63 
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GAN’ 0dx Og Evi Aóyo OnĀodļievo. 
wa-laysa li-anna haddan wahidan yadullu ‘ala kilayhima. 
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(cont.) 
Ilahiyat VII 1, 303.2-16 


[9] (303.8-9) Rather they 
are the same in subject, Le., 
each thing that is charac- 
terized by the former is 
characterized by the latter.” 


[9] (303.9—12) If the con- 
cept of “one” were the con- 
cept of “existent” (mawgüd) 
in every aspect, then the 
many, in as much as it 
is many, would not be an 
existent (mawģūd), as it 
is not one—even though 
“one” accidentally occurs 
to it as well, so that mul- 
tiplicity is said to be “one 
multiplicity” (but not in so 
far as it is multiplicity)? 


[10] (303.13—14) Therefore 
it is suitable for us to speak 
also of the things that are 
proper to unity and its 
opposite —.e., multiplicity— 
as sameness (huwahuwiya) 
[/uwiya ed.], homogeneity, 
congruence (muwdfaqa), 
equality, likeness and their 
opposites.^? 
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Aristotle's Metaphysics 


(T2, 1003b26-27) for one 
man and a man are the 
same thing, and existent, 
man, and a man are the 
same thing." 


(T2, 1003b33—36) all this 
being so, there must be 
exactly as many species of 
being as of unity. And to 
investigate the essence of 
these is the work of a sci- 
ence which is generically 
one—I mean, for instance, 
the discussion of the same 
(tavtod) and the similar 


Ustāt's Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


(311.1-3) Thus, it is known 
that the forms of “one” are 
as many as the forms of 
"existent" (huwiya), and 
the absolute investigation 
of these species and the 
knowledge of what they are 
belong to one science—1 
mean that the investigation 
of the same (muttafiq), the 


5 bal humà wahidun bi-l-mawdü'i, ay kullu mà yūsafu bi-hādā yūsafu bi-dālika [P110 
P125 BG D Mt: bi-dāka c]. 


66 


TAVTO yàp eig GvOpanog xoi &ávOponoc [Kai &vOpoxoc Ab T Al. Ross : 


EJ Asc. Syr. edd.], koi Ov &vponog koi &vOponoc. 


om. 


57 wa-law kana mafhümu l-wahidi [P110 B M : [-mafhümu l-wāhidu P125 : l-mafhūmu 
mina l-wāļudi t c] min kulli Shatin mafhūma l-mawgüdi la-mà kana l-katiru min haytu [haytu 
om. P110] kuwa katirun mawgüdan ka-mā laysa wahidan wa-in kana ya'ridu lahū l-wahidu 
aydan fa-yugālu li-l-katrati innahā katratun wāhidatun wa-lākinna lā [là om. P125] min 
haytu [min post haytu scr. et del. P125] Aa [huwa P110] katratun. 

95 fa-harīyun bind an natakallama aydan fi l-umüri Matt tahtissu bi-l-wahdati wa-bi-mugāba- 
latihā [P110 P125 : wa-mugābalātihā t c] ayi -katrati mitla l-huwahuwiyati [P110 P125 
t h : Lhuwtyatt c) wa-l-muganasati wa-l-muwāfagatī wa-l-musāwātt wa-l-mušābahati wa- 
mugābalātihā. Among the MSS on which c is based, the reading huwīya occurs only 
in MS D. The reading Auwahuwiya is witnessed by MSS B, G, S, M. The Latin 
translation has identitas. 
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(cont.) 
llahiyat VII 1, 303.2-16 


Aristotle's Metaphysics 


and other concepts of this 
sort. ^? 


(F2, 1004a9—20) Now since 
it is the work of one science 
to investigate opposites, and 
plurality is opposite to 
unity . . . in view of all these 
facts, the contraries of the 
concepts we named above, 
the other and the dissimi- 
lar and the unequal, and 
everything else which is 
derived either form these 
or from plurality and unity, 
must fall within the pro- 
vince of the science above- 
named." 


(I3, 1054a29—32) To the 
one belong ...the same 
(taùtò) and the like and the 
equal, and to plurality 
belong the other and the 
unlike and the unegual.” 


Ustat’s Arabic translation 
of the Metaphysics 


similar and the other things 
which are similar to these, 
belongs to one science.” 


(316.14—317.8) Since the 
investigation of opposites 
necessarily belongs to one 
science, and the opposite 
of unity is plurality . . . then 
it is known that the other, 
the dissimilar, the unequal 
and all the other things that 
are said in this way or in 
the way of plurality, are 
opposite to the aforemen- 
tioned things. Since knowl- 
edge of unity belongs to the 
science we mentioned. . . .? 


(1286.12) .. . to one belong 
the same (huwahuwa), the 
similar and the equal, and 
to plurality belong the 
other, the dissimilar and 
the unegual.'* 


6 oð’ Joa nep tod Evdg elón, toco to. koi Tod Ovtoc, mepi Ov TO ti &ou tiG 
otf éniothuns 16 yéver Oeopfjoot, Aéyo 8’ otov nepi tadtod xoi òpoiov xoi TOV 
GAAWV TOV TOLODTOV. 

79 fa-ma'lümun anna suwara l-wāhidi ‘ald ‘adadi suwari l-huwiyati wa-li-tilmin wāļudin an- 
nazaru l-mutlagu fi hadihi s-suwari wa-marifatu mā hiya afni anna li-tlmin wahidin an- 
nazaru fi [-muttafiqi wa-s-sabihi wa-sā tri l-ašyā t llati tusbthu hādihī. 

1 Enei 68 wig tavtiketueva Ogopfjoot, TH 6' Evi dvriketrot nAfiBog . . . Bote xoi 
TĀVTIKEIĻEVO. volg eipnu£votc, TO Te ETEPOV kal GVdLOLOV koi &vioov, koi Joa GA Xo 
Aéyexoa T] Kate tata T] Kath xA fBoc Kai tò ev, ts eipnutvng yvopiGew &mocüumc. 

7? fa-idà waģaba li-ilmin wāhidin an-nagaru fi l-mawdü'ati ‘ald [-mu'adalati. wa-‘adilu 
l-wāhidi fi l-wadi l-katratu . . . fa-malūmun anna l-asy@a llati gīlat yu'adiluha fi [-wad' 
l-gayru wa-lladi là šabīhun wa-lladi laysa musāwin wa-sa^iru l-ašyā t llati tugālu bi-hādā 
n-nawt aw bi-nawA l-katratt wa-ida kana li-l-4lmi lladī gulnā l-ma‘rifatu bi-l-wāhidi. ... 
The Arabic translator read the second part of the Greek original text according to 
the following syntax: Gore Kai TGVTIKEIĻEVO toig eipnuévotg TO TE ETEPOV xoi &vópotov 
xoi &vicov koi boa ğa Aéyetoi Jj KATH voto Ñ katà nABoG. xoi tò ëv tis 
eipnuévng yvoptGew Ērtorījumg. .. . 

7 fou SE tod uiv £vóg... 10 Tadtd Kai Suotov Kai toov, tod è nAfüovg tò 
Ērepov xoi KVOLOLOV kal &vicov. 

™ fa-inna li-l-wahidi -huwahuwa wa-$-šabīha tva-l-musāwī wa-li-l-katrati l-gayru wa-là 
mutašābihun wa-lā musāwtn. 
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Section [1] is the title of the chapter. Among the properties of 
unity, Avicenna includes “sameness” and its divisions. I am inclined 
to adopt the variant huwahuwiya (“sameness”) instead of the reading 
huwiya, chosen by the Cairo editors. For this I rely on the follow- 
ing considerations. First, most of the manuscripts taken into account 
in the Cairo edition converge on huwahuwiya; this reading also occurs 
in the Tehran lithograph and is presupposed by the German trans- 
lation. The corruption of huwahuwiya to huwiya may be explained as 
a haplography.” Second, according to Aristotelian parameters, “essence” 
or “existent” are not properties of unity. Huwiya, therefore, mean- 
ing “essence” or "existent" would be out of place in the present 
context. Third, huwiya does not mean “sameness” in the Jlahàt. 
Avicenna uses the term kuwahuwa to signify “same” both in the place 
where he first mentions this concept (chapter I, 4), and in the place 
where he deals with it in detail (the following part of chapter VII, 
1 itself).”° If huwahuwa means “same” in these two places, it can be 
safely assumed that “sameness” is expressed by Awwahuwiya, rather 
than Awwtya, also in section [1]. 

Section [2] 1s the introduction of the chapter, in which Avicenna 
summarizes the topics he has dealt with in the previous part of the 
Ilāhīyāt. He says he has treated the properties of huwiya min haytu 
hiya huwiya." In the opening statement of chapter VI, 1, in a simi- 


? The evidence provided by the Latin translation, in this particular case, is less 
helpful. In the Latin translation we find entitas. At first sight, this term would fit 
very well as a rendering of huwahuwiya. But it is also used to translate Auwīya in 
Text 1 (section [2]). Hence, it is impossible to determine whether the Latin trans- 
lator read huwahuwiya or huwiya in his Arabic manuscript. 

75 I, 4, 27.6; VIL 1, 303.15—16: *'Same' occurs when ‘many’ is made, in a way, 
a unity and, in a [different] way, something other" ( fa-L-huwahuwa [P110 P115 : 
huwahuwiya c t| huwa an yugala [P110 P115 : yuhsala c t| l-katīru [P110 P115 : k-i- 
katrati c t] min (om. c t] waghin wahdatan wa-min [P110 : min P125 c t] waghin āhara). 
Two MSS of h (Horten's sigla B and C) report huwiya (= “Individualitat”) instead 
of huwahuwiya (= “Identitat”). The reported text is a paraphrase of Metaphysics A 9, 
1018a 2-13—a passage missing in the extant part of Ustat’s translation. See also 
the occurrences of huwahuwa at 304.1—6. 

7 Avicenna uses two expressions (“things that are proper to ‘existent qua exis- 
tent," and “[things that are] consequent attributes of it”) to render the idea of 
"things that belong to ‘existent’ in itself” in the Arabic translation. In I, 2, 13.13-17, 
the “proper accidents" (‘award hàssa) of “existent” (see also 13.13—17) are, together 
with its “species” (anwā'), “the things which are consequent to ‘existent qua exis- 
tent’ without condition" (al-umüru Matt talhaquhü bi-mā huwa mawģūdun min gayri Sartin; 
see also 14.2). Hence, whereas the first expression that Avicenna uses in [2] cor- 
responds to the Arabic translation and signifies the "proper accidents" (or proper- 
ties) of "existent," the second expression is meant to be more general and to include 
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lar context, he refers to the properties of mawgid bi-mà huwa mawgid.” 
Furthermore, in sections [3], [4] and [9] Avicenna switches to mawgid 
in order to signify the very concept he expresses by means of /uwiya 
in section [2].? He evidently regards huwiya and mawģūd as syn- 


onyms.? Huzwiya in section [2] therefore means "existent. "?! 


also the “species” of “existent” (namely the categories). Avicenna deals with the 
properties of “existent” in IV-VI, and with its species in IMI. 

? VI, 1, 257.5-6: “It is suitable that we speak now of ‘cause’ and ‘caused thing,’ 
since they are also among the attributes (/awahiq) which are consequent (talhaqu) to 
‘existent qua existent". ( fa-bi-l-hariyt an natakallama l-àna fi l-llati wa-l-malūl fa- 
tnnakumā aydan mina l-lawahiqi llati talhaqu [-mawgüda bi-mà huwa mawģūdun). 

79 One possible reason for this change in terminology is that in section [5] 
Avicenna dealt with the concept of “existence.” Now, mawwgiid does have a verbal 
noun (masdar) meaning “existence,” namely wučūd (the term Avicenna uses), whereas 
huwiya does not. 

2 Averroes regards huwitya and mawgiid as equivalent in a digression of his Tafsir 
and in the Talķīs (Concise Exposition) of Aristotle’s Metaphysics; see Averroès, Tafsir 
ma bad at-Tabi‘at, 11:557.5—558.6; and Averroes, Compendio de Metafisica, Texto arabe con 
traducción y notas, ed. C.Q, Rodriguez (Madrid: Maestre, 1919), 14, 12-21. The 
digression in the 7afsir is omitted in the latin Medieval translation. A French trans- 
lation is available in A. Martin's Averroès, Grand Commentaire de la Métaphysique d'Aristote, 
livre lām-lambda traduit de Varabe et annoté (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1984), 27—28, n. 
8 (huwiya is not translated); Martin's translation is reproduced in L. Bauoloye's La 
question de l'essence, Averroès et Thomas d'Aquin, commentateurs d'Aristote, Métaphysique Z 1 
(Louvain-la-Neuve: E. Peters, 1997), 51—53. Besides the late Medieval Latin trans- 
lation (Averrois Cordubensis Epitome in Librum Metaphysicae Aristotelis, Jacob Mantino hebraeo 
medico interprete, in Aristotelis Metaphysicorum. libri XIII, Cum Averrois. Cordubensis in eosdem 
Commentarüs, Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois. Commentariis, VIII [Venetis apud Iunctas 
1562, rep. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1962]) and Rodríguez's Spanish translation 
contained in his above mentioned edition (21—22: “ileidad” [sic]), two German trans- 
lations of the relevant section of the Talķīs are available: M. Horten, Die Metaphysik 
des Averroes (11987), Nach dem Arabischen übersetzt und erläutert (Halle an der Saale: 
Niemeyer, 1912; repr. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1960), 12-13: *Individualitāt”; 
S. Van den Bergh, Die Epitome der Metaphysik des Averroes übersetzt und mit einer Einleitung 
und Erläuterung versehen (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1924), 9: “Ipseitat” = “Individualität.” 

8! The Latin translation renders /mw?ya in section [2] as “sameness” (identitas). 
The idea of sameness, however, is out of place in the present context. Avicenna 
cannot reasonably say in section [2] that the discussion of the properties of same- 
ness has already been given. In the previous part of the //ahiyat he has mentioned 
"same" (huwahuwa) only once, very briefly, in the chapter in which he describes the 
contents of the work (L, 4, 27.6). In other words, before Text 2 there is no treat- 
ment of sameness in the //ahiyát. The properties of “existent,” on the contrary, are 
the object of the treatises IV-VI of the Jlahiyat. It is therefore “existent” and its 
properties that Avicenna refers to in section [2]. The reason for the presence of 
identitas in the Latin version may be twofold. Either the translation was based on 
an Arabic manuscript having huwahuwiya instead of huwiya in section [2] —but this 
seems unlikely, since no such variant is recorded in c. Or, more probably, the Latin 
translator was mislead by Avicenna’s use of the term mawğūd in sections [3], [4] 
and [9] to signify “existent.” From our point of view, this simply means that Avicenna 
employed huwiya and mawģūd as synonyms. But the Latin translator might have mis- 
understood the switch in Avicenna’s terminology and taken the presence of mawgiid 
in sections [3], [4] and [9] in the meaning of “existent” as a sign of the fact that 
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The mention of “existent qua existent” (huwiya min haytu hiya huwiya) 
and its properties in section [2] is a reference to Metaphysics T 1, 
1003a21—22. In this famous passage Aristotle describes metaphysics 
as the science of “being qua being” (tò dv fj dv) and its essential 
attributes, in other words, its properties. By “being qua being" (in 
the sense of “existent qua existent”) Aristotle means “being in itself,” 
as distinct from physical being, mathematical being, and so on. Huwiya 
is the rendering of to dv in Ustat’s translation of the passage of the 
Metaphysics to which Avicenna is referring. 

Some words, finally, on section [10]. Here again I propose to read 
huwahuwiya instead of huwiya. The reasons supporting this choice are 
the same I have mentioned with regard to section [1], plus an addi- 
tional one. Section [10] is dependent upon Metaphysics T 2, 1003b33—36 
and 1004a9—20. Aristotle includes “same” (tabt6) among the prop- 
erties of unity or “one” in T 2, 1003b33-36. The same happens in 
I 3, 1054a29—32. In the former case Ustat translates tadté as muttafiq,® 
in the latter case as huwahuwa. It is tempting to assume that Avicenna 
conflated in section [10] both the aforementioned passages of F 2 
and I 3. The two different renderings of tabro (“same”) in Ustat’s 
translation of these two loci might explain the presence of both 
huwahuwiya (“sameness”) and muwāfaga (which I tentatively translate 
here as “congruence,” in order to distinguish it from /uwahuwīya)*> 
among the properties of unity that Avicenna lists in section [10].** 
This hypothesis, however, will require further corroboration. 


huwiya in section [2] did not mean “existent,” but something different. “Sameness” 
was the easiest alternative to “existent” as a translation of huwiya in this context. 

* With the expression tuwafiqu bi-t-tiba'i (211.2) he translates thy aùthv £yev pdow 
in Metaphysics B. 2, 998a6. 

* Muwafaqa is a hapax logomenon in the Ilāhīyāt. The term al-muwāfiq occurs in I 
2, 13.1 and I, 4, 27.5. For the use of wfāg, see Ibn Sma, Risála fi agsām al-uliim 
al-"aglīya, 89.19. 

* The other properties of unity that Avicenna mentions, with the exception per- 
haps of “homogeneity,” are also taken from the Metaphysics. The term ópoyevfi occurs 
only once in the Metaphysics (I 7, 1057b29), where it is not related in any way to 
unity. It 1s translated as mučānasa by Ustat (1355.13). Unity in genus, however, 1s 
one of the types of unity Aristotle distinguishes in A 6. 
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The results of the present investigation can be summarized as fol- 
lows. First, the Aristotelian sources of the two Avicennan texts have 
been identified. The sources of Text 1, namely Metaphysics ^ 3, B 3 
and Categories 5, were unknown; those of Text 2, i.e., Metaphysics T 
1-2 and I 3, were only partially ascertained. Second, the presence 
of the term huwiya in the Mahiyat, at least in the cases in which it 
has the meaning of "existent," has been explained. It 1s due to Ustat's 
translation of the Metaphysics. Avicenna in Text 1 and Text 2 para- 
phrases the Metaphysics according to this translation. Now, in this 
translation the term /uwiya is extensively used as a rendering of the 
Greek ov (“being” in the sense of “existent”). Third, the compari- 
son with Aristotle’s Metaphysics has allowed, both in Text 1 and Text 
2, some emendations of the Cairo edition of the J/ahiyat. Finally, 
some light has been shed on Avicenna's quotation technique and his 
attitude towards Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Avicenna's paraphrasing amounts 
to a summary of the main points of Aristotle’s text, or rather, texts. 
For Avicenna understands some passages of the Metaphysics in the 
light of others, and connects some parts of the Metaphysics with some 
parts of the Categories. In establishing some of these connections, he 
can be regarded as the forerunner of modern commentators. Avicenna 
is probably referring to this method in the Prologue to the Sia 
where he writes that in this work he is going to provide “a straight- 
forward compendium” in which he wishes “to be concise and always 
to avoid repetition." 


® Ibn Sina, Madfal, I, 1, 9.10—16; English translation in Gutas, Avicenna, 51. 
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List of occurrences of kuwīpa in the Cairo edition 
and their rendering in the Latin, German and French translations 
(the occurrences discussed in the article are 14—18) 


Ilāhīyāt 
(ed. Cairo 1960) 


Latin tr. 
(ed. Van Riet) 


Horten's 
German tr. 


Anawati's 
French tr. 


proposed 
translation 


(1) L 7, 47.17 
al-huwiya 
fi Lwuģūd 


(syn. hagiqa, 47.16) 


(2) III, 5, 121.15 


(3) V, 1, 197.10 
(4) V, 1, 197.11 
(5) V, 1, 197.11 
(6) V, 1, 197.11 
(7) V, 1, 197.13: 


huwiyat al-insàniya 


(8) v, 1, 198.l: 


huwiyat al-insānīja 


(9) V, 3, 214.12 


(10) V, 3, 215.10: 


fi huwiyatihi 


(11) V, 7, 237.7 


(12) V, 7, 237.7 
(13) V, 7, 237.7 


(14) VI, 4, 281.2 


55.53: esse id 
quod est 


135.31: essentia 
230.56: essentia; 
ipsa essentia 


230.56: ipsa 


essentia 


230.57: essentia 


230.57: essentia 


230.58: ipsa 


humanitas 


230.62: ipsa 


humanitas 


248.35: essentia 


249.58: per se 


V, 5, 267.94: 
essc 
om. 
om. 


322.81: identitas 


77: Individualitāt 
in der realen 
Existenz 


189: eigentümliche 
Natur 


288, n. 6: 
bestimmte Natur 


288, n. 6: 


bestimmte Natur 


288: individuelle 
Wesenheit 


om. 


288: individuelle 
Wesenheit des 
Menschen 


289: individuelle 
Wesenheit des 
Menschen 


312: individuelle 
Natur 


314: eigentümliche 
Wesen 


344: eigentümliche 
Wesenheit 


(n. 1: Individualität) 


om. 


om. 


410: Individualitāt 


1:122: ipséité 
dans l'existence 


1:177: identité 


1:234: 


essence 


1:234: 


essence 


:234: 


essence 


1:234: 


essence 


:234: 


essence 


1:234: 


essence 


1:246: 


essence 


1:246: 


essence 


1:263: 


essence 


1:263: 


essence 


1:263: essence 


2:34: identité 


essence in 
concrete 
existence 


essence 


essence 


essence 


essence 


essence 


human essence 


human essence 


essence 


in its essence 


essence 


essence 


essence 


existent 


SOME TEXTS OF ARISTOTLE’S METAPHYSICS 


Appendix (cont.) 


47 


Ilāhūyāt Latin tr. Horten's Anawati's proposed 
(ed. Cairo 1960) (ed. Van Riet) German tr. French tr. translation 
(15) VIL, 1, 303.3 349.3: identitas — 442: Identität 2:51: idenüté sameness 
legendum 
huzwahuwiya 
(16) VIL 1, 303.5 349.8: identitas 442: Individualitàt? 2:51: identité existent 
(17) VII, 1, 303.6 349.9: identitas om. om. existent 
(18) VIL, 1, 303.14 350.21: identitas 443: identitāt 2:51: identitē sameness 
legendum 
huwahuwiya 
(19) VII, 2, 313.7 362.72: identitas 457: Individualität 2:59: identité existent [?] 
(n. 1: bestimmte 
Wesenheit) 
(20) VIII, 4, 348.15 404.89: identitas 506: Individualität 2:89: huzwiya essence 
(21) VIII, 5, 351.18 408.77: identitas 511: Individualitāt 2:92: identité essence 
(22) VIII, 6, 357.5 414.11: identitas 518: Individualität 2:96: identité essence 
(23) VIII, 6, 357.6 414.12: identitas 518: Wesen 2:96: identitē essence 
(24) VIII, 6, 357.6 414.13: identitas 518: Sein 2:96: identité essence 
(huwiya) 


5 Horten, 442, translates the Arabic . . . al-umüri llati tahtissu bi-l-huwiyati min haytu 
hiya huwiyatun aw talhaquhà as *... der Dinge, die als individua in eigentlichen Sinne 
bezeichnet werden, oder denen die Individualitát anhaftet.” This clearly shows that 
he understood fuwīpa as “Individualität.” 


This page intentionally left blank 


CHAPTER THREE 


TOWARDS A HISTORY OF AVICENNA'S DISTINCTION 
BETWEEN IMMANENT AND TRANSCENDENT CAUSES* 


Robert Wisnovsky 


In an article published in 1991, Jean Jolivet argued that Avicenna's 
distinction between formal and material causes, which are intrinsic to 
or immanent in their effect, and final and efficient causes, which are 
extrinsic to or transcend their effect, was an original and radical “répar- 
tition” of Aristotle’s theory of the four causes. This is because Aristotle, 
according to Jolivet, held that the four causes fell on either side of 
a more basic disünction, that between matter and form: the mate- 
rial cause fell on the side of the matter, while the formal, efficient 
and final causes fell on the side of the form.! 

In my article—which satisfies the “Before” rather than “After” 
Avicenna criterion of this book's title—I argue that the immanent/ 
transcendent distinction which Jolivet detects was not in fact origi- 
nal to Avicenna, but can be found in earlier Neoplatonic treatises 
and commentaries on Plato's and Aristotle’s works. To be precise, 
the distincüon between immanent and transcendent causes emerged 
over the course of several generations of Neoplatonic thinkers, start- 
ing with Plutarch of Athens (d. 432), and developing with his stu- 
dent Syrianus (d.c. 437); Syrianus’ student Proclus (d.c. 485); Proclus? 
student Ammonius (d.c. 514); and Ammonius! students Asclepius (f. 
525) and Philoponus (d.c. 570), through whose “dictated” («ro povis) 
commentaries on the Metaphysics and Physics, respectively, we can 
reconstruct much of Ammonius! own theory of causation.’ 


* T am grateful to David Reisman and Amos Bertolacci for their acute and help- 
ful criticisms of an earlier draft of this article. All references to Plato follow Stephanus? 
page- and line-numbering, and all references to Aristotle follow Bekker's page- and 
line-numbering. 

! J. Jolivet, “La répartition des causes chez Aristote et Avicenne: le sens d'un 
déplacement," in Lectionum varietates: Homage à Paul Vignaux (1904—1987), Etudes 
de philosophie médiévale, 65, ed. J. Jolivet, Z. Kaluza, and A. de Libera (Paris: 
J. Vrin, 1991), 49—65. 


? For an introduction to these thinkers, see R. Sorabji, “The ancient commentators 


50 ROBERT WISNOVSKY 


It 1s often forgotten that these Neoplatonic thinkers were inter- 
ested not only in Platonizing Aristotle but also in Aristotelianizing 
Plato. A particular challenge for Neoplatonists who aimed to Aris- 
totelianize Plato was figuring out how exactly to apply Aristotle's 
very useful four-cause theory to the cosmology which they inherited 
from Plotinus, and which derived many of its basic principles from 
Platonic works such as the Phaedo, Phaedrus, Philebus, Timaeus and 
Parmenides, the last two of which served as the culmination of the 
Neoplatonic curriculum. Arguing that Aristotle's four causes could 
be divided along immanent/transcendent lines was crucial to the 
Neoplatonists’ attempt to face this challenge. When the Neoplatonists 
were not appealing to Aristotle's four-cause theory—now distinguished 
along immanent/transcendent lines—in their commentaries on Plato's 
works or in their own independent treatises, they applied the imma- 
nent/transcendent distinction in their commentaries on passages in 
Aristotle's works where Aristotle discusses the four causes. It is a sign 
of their interpretive acumen that the Neoplatonic commentators were 
able to integrate the immanent/transcendent distinction with Aristotle’s 
four-cause theory in such a way that it seems a sophisticated, even 
compelling, reading of Aristotle’s texts. 

In short, I hope to prove Jolivet wrong on two points. The first 
is his claim that Avicenna’s immanent/transcendent distinction is 
original; in fact it was first articulated by Greek Neoplatonists. he 
second is his claim that the immanent/transcendent distinction in 
general represents a radical *déplacement" in understanding Aristotle’s 
four-cause theory; in fact Aristotle’s theory is more underdetermined 
than Jolivet makes it out to be, and a division of the four causes 
along immanent/transcendent lines is, I would argue, just as war- 
ranted as Jolivet’s division of the four causes along the lines of mat- 
ter and form. I also provide translations, arranged chronologically, 
of passages from Avicenna’s works where he articulates the imma- 
nent/transcendent distinction, and conclude with some tentative obser- 
vations on how these articulations of the tmmanent/transcendent 
distinction throw light on his place in the history of philosophy. 

It is certainly true, as Jolivet claims, that Aristotle often collapses 
the efficient, final and formal causes. For example, when Aristotle 
starts talking, in De Anima 2.4, about the ways in which the soul is 


on Aristotle,” in his edited volume, Aristotle Transformed: The Ancient Commentators and 
their Influence (London: Duckworth, 1990), 1-30. 
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the cause of the body, he maintains that the soul is the cause of the 
body as efficient cause, as final cause and as formal cause. There 
he says: 


[This 1s] because soul 1s a cause in the three ways we have mentioned 
above; that 1s, it 1s a cause as the origin of motion, and that for the 
sake of which the body exists, and it is the essence of bodies possess- 
ing souls.? 


Jolivet is also correct to point out that Aristotle maintains that the 
formal, final and efficient causes often coincide in natural things. For 
example, in Physics 2.7 he says: 


It is clear that the causes are these, and that this is the extent of their 
number. Since the causes are four, it 1s the duty of the natural philoso- 
pher to know about each of them, and that the question “On account 
of what?" should be reduced to them such that the response to it is 
in accordance with the doctrine of natural philosophy; I mean the 
matter, the form, the mover, and that for the sake of which. Often 
three of them devolve into one: for what the thing is, 1s sometimes 
also that for the sake of which the thing is, as well as the thing from 
which the motion first comes, and that in a single sense.“ 


This passage, however, was interpreted by most Neoplatonic com- 
mentators as implying that the formal and final causes are identical 
in a stronger sense than the formal and efficient causes are.? I shall 
try to explain, by way of an example, what the commentators had 
in mind here. The formal cause and final cause of my son's coming- 
to-be are identical in number because the very same form of human- 
ity instantiated in my son's body at conception serves both as a formal 
cause—as his essence, in other words—and as a final cause—as that 
in view of which the matter that made up his body was set in motion. 
I, however, am the efficient cause of my son's coming-to-be, with 
the result that my son and I are identical only in the weak sense 


? Aristotle, DA 2.4, 415b8-13/Aristütalis, Fr n-Nafs, Dirāsāt Islāmīya, 16, ed. 
“A.R. Badawi (Cairo: Maktabat an-Nahda al-Misriya, 1954), 38.3—5. 

* Aristotle, Phys. 2.7, 198a22—28/ Aristütalis, af- 7 abi'a, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi, (Cairo: 
ad-Dar al-Qawmiya h-t-Tiba'a wa-n-Našr, 1964), 1:137.15-138.3. 

> See, for example, Philoponus Jn Phys. 2.7 (ad 198a14) [CAG XVI, ed. H. Vitelli, 
Berlin, 1887], 297,30—298,6 and (ad 198324), 301,7—302,3 (tr. A. Lacey, Philoponus 
On Aristotle's Physics 2 [London: Duckworth, 1993], 106 and 109—110); and Simplicius 
In Phys. 2.7 (ad 198a22) [CAG IX, ed. H. Diels, Berlin, 1882], 363,32-364,15 and 
365,14—18 (tr. B. Fleet, Simplicius On Aristotle Physics 2 [London: Duckworth, 1997], 
126 and 127-9). 
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that we are both subsumed under the species ^human" (that 1s, we 
both possess the form of humanity), and not in the strong (numer- 
ical) sense of identity, where the form of human which is currently 
instantiated in him is the very same form of human which is cur- 
rently instantiated in me. 

The notion that the formal and final causes are identical to each 
other in a stronger sense than they are to the efficient cause, is sup- 
ported in other passages where Aristotle simply collapses the end 
into the form. For example, in a passage intended to encourage 
philosophers to search for the nearest or most immediate cause of 
a thing, Aristotle appeals to his four-cause scheme to explain the 
coming-to-be of a human being: 


When it is asked, “What is the cause?” it is necessary, since “cause” 
is spoken of in many ways, that all of the ways in which a cause can 
be, be spoken of. For example, “What is the cause as matter of man?” 
It is the menstrual fluid. The cause as mover? The semen. The cause 
as form? It is the essence. The cause as that for the sake of which? 
It is the end. (It is likely that these two are one thing.) 


But while this passage clearly supports a strong identification of the 
formal and final causes, it seems to undermine the claim that the 
efficient cause is identical to the formal and final causes in only a 
weak sense. This is because the example of the efficient cause in this 
passage is not the father, but the father’s semen. In fact, Aristotle 
implies that, strictly speaking, it is not even the father’s semen viewed 
as a composite of matter and form which is the efficient cause of 
the son’s coming-to-be, but only the form of humanity contained in 
the father’s semen. This is because the matter of the father’s semen 
was not transferred at conception to the son, but dissolved and evap- 
orated at conception; the form of humanity contained in the father’s 
semen, by contrast is transferred to the son (Generation of Animals 2.3, 
737a8-16). 

The result is that the form of humanity which was contained in 
my semen and transferred at conception to my son zs the very same 
form of humanity which was instantiated in my son’s body at con- 
ception and which served as that in view of which the matter that 
made up his body was set in motion. It turns out, therefore, that 


5 Aristotle, Metaph. 8.4, 1044a32-b1/Aristatalis (ap. Averroem}, Averroès, Tafsir 
ma bad at-Tabi‘at, ed. M. Bouyges, 3 vols. (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1938—1948), 
2:1073.15—1074.2. 
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the efficient cause is numerically identical—that is, identical in a 
strong sense—to the formal and final causes. I suppose it could be 
argued that although the very same form of humanity contained in 
my semen came to be instantiated in my son’s body at conception, 
that form of humanity acted as an efficient cause only while it was 
contained in my semen. Once the form of humanity was transferred 
from my semen and came to be instantiated in my son’s body at 
conception, it no longer served as his efficient cause, but started to 
serve as his formal and final cause. This argument is not really 
cogent, however, for the most one could hope to conclude is that 
the efficient cause and the formal and final causes are not numeri- 
cally identical at the same time: before the moment of my son’s con- 
ception, the form was contained in my semen; after the moment of 
conception, the form was contained in him. And once employed, 
the criterion of temporality could just as easily divide the formal 
cause from the final cause. The final cause—the form of humanity 
in view of which the matter that made up my son’s body was set 
in motion—operated only during the process of formation. Once 
that process of formation was completed, the form of humanity, now 
fully instantiated in my son’s body, operated only as a formal cause. 

Partly in response to this confusion, Aristotle holds that some 
efficient causes are intrinsic to their effects, others extrinsic (t@v ēč 
TOLOVTOV EViMV LEV EV HDTOIS f| GPX tfjg KIVHoEws goTIV... Eviwv 6' 
&&o/ wa-min hadihi l-anvāt mà -btida^u l-harakati fihi . . . [wa-]min hāriģin).” 
And in other passages Aristotle implies that the semen is not so 
much an efficient cause as something which the efficient cause (i.e., 
the father) uses as an instrument (Og 6pyév@/mitla älatin). To sum 
up, then, while Aristotle holds that the formal, final and efficient 
causes may sometimes be reduced to the same thing, it is unclear 
whether the formal cause can be identified in a stronger way with 
the final cause than either can with the efficient cause. It seems that 
this is true if the efficient cause is something extrinsic to the effect, 
such as a father is to his son; but false if the efficient cause 1s some- 
thing intrinsic to the effect, such as the form of humanity contained 
in the father's semen and transferred at conception to the son. 


7 GA 1.18, 724a31-35/Fī Kawn al-hayawān, ed. J. Brugmann and H.J. Drossaart 
Lulofs in Generation of Animals: the Arabic translation commonly ascribed to Yahya ibn al- 
Bitrīg, Publication of the De Goeje Fund, 23 (Leiden: E;J. Brill, 1971), 29.13-16. 

* GA 1.22, 730b20/ Ft Kawn al-hayawan, 47.7. 
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Even the apparently strong identification of the formal and final 
causes can be undermined. Philoponus points out in his comments 
on the Physics 2.7 passage above that it is only a particular category 
of final cause which can be identified with the formal. Aristotle holds 
that the final cause—that for the sake of which—can be spoken of 
in two ways: in the genitive, as "that in view of which"; and in the 
dative, as "that for the benefit of which." Aristotle articulates the 
distinction in De Anima 2.4 (tò 8’ ob tveka Sittdv, tò uiv ob, tò SE 
o/wa-manā min agli “ald wighatayni ihdāhumā lahū wa-l-ubra fihi) and 
Metaphysics 12.7 (Éovi yàp twi tò od ëvexa (kai) Tivog/wa-dālika anna 
mā min agli yūčadu h-sayin wa-li-di sayin), and also alludes to it in 
Physics 2.2 and Eudemian Ethics 8.3.° Aristotle’s distinction is very com- 
pressed and far from transparent. In the Physics, the distinction is 
introduced to show that nature is similar to art in that the form— 
“that in view of which” an artifact is created, such as the shape of 
an axe—must be taken into account by the natural philosopher, and 
not just the matter. Nature is also like art because the matter the 
artisan uses in creating the artifact 1s determined by the use which 
the customer—“that for the benefit of which"—makes of the arti- 
fact, given its form. Thus an axe is made of iron and not clay, given 
the function—cutting—which the form “axe” represents to the per- 
son who benefits from using it. By Philoponus’ reckoning, therefore, 
the final cause and the formal cause are identical only if one is 
speaking of the final cause as “that in view of which.” 

In another very important case, the final cause cannot be held to 
be identical to the formal cause: the Unmoved Mover is the final 
cause of celestial activity, but It is not the formal cause or essence 
of the spheres. Because the Unmoved Mover is not confined to a 
material body, and because form, by Aristotle’s reckoning (Physics 
2.1, 193b4—5), is never separable from matter in the real world, but 
only when speaking in purely logical terms (kartā tov Aóyov), the 
Unmoved Mover cannot be a formal cause. In other words, because 


? DA 2.4, 415b2/Aristūtālīs, Fī n-Nafs, 37.15-16; and Metaph. 12.7, 1072b2-3/ 
Aristatalis (ap. Averroem}, Averroès, Tafsir ma bad at-Tabtat, 3:1599.3 (reading li-dī 
for Bouyges' li-dā); cf. Phys. 2.2, 194a35—36 and EE 8.3, 1249b9—19. In the Arabic 
version of Themistius’ Paraphrase of the De Anima, the distinction appears as wa-lladi 
bi-sababihī yugālu "alā darbayni ahaduhumā alladī min gibalīhī wa-l-āharu alladi lahū: 
Themistius, In DA 2.4 (ad 415b2-3), 50,11/Sarh Kitāb an-Nafs li-Aristūtālīs, ed. M. Lyons 
in An Arabic Translation of Themistius’ Commentary on Aristoteles De Anima, Oriental Studies, 
II (Columbia, South Carolina: Cassirer, 1973), 68.12-13. 
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Aristotle holds that the Unmoved Mover acts on Its effects as a final 
cause, and because the Unmoved Mover is separate from matter, 
there must therefore be some final causes which are separate from 
matter and hence not collapsible into formal causes. 

A commentator could fairly infer from this that whenever a final 
cause is found to operate in the divine, superlunary world of eter- 
nal being, it will be separate from matter and therefore distinct from 
formal causes. By contrast, final causes which are found to operate 
in the natural, sublunary world of coming-to-be and passing-away, 
will be inseparable from matter and will usually, though not always, 
be collapsible into formal causes. A commentator could further infer 
that a final cause, when it is taken in itself—that is, when it is not 
collapsible into the formal cause—will be separate from matter. 

Does the criterion of separateness also apply to the efficient cause? 
As mentioned above, Aristotle divides efficient causes into those that 
are intrinsic to their effects and those that are extrinsic to their 
effects. Given Aristotle's implication that in the case of a son's com- 
ing-to-be, the father 1s the true efficient cause while his semen 1s his 
instrument; and given the fact that Aristotle bases his distinction 
between male and female on the fact that the male is that which 
generates into another (eig étepov/fi gayrihī), while the female is that 
which generates into itself (eig wbt6/fi datihi) and is that out of which 
the generated thing is produced while remaining present in it (koi 
é& ob yiyvetar &vonópyov év tQ yevv@vti TO yevvópevov/ [this clause 
is missing in the Arabic]? a commentator could fairly infer that 
taken in itself, an efficient cause will be separate from its effect. 

Adding to the weight of evidence prompting a commentator to 
hold that an efficient cause is separate from its effect is the fact that 
in the lines immediately following the Physics 2.7 passage above 
(198a26-31), Aristotle makes a clear distinction between the type of 
moving cause which can be identified with the formal and final 
causes, and the type of moving cause which cannot. Only those mov- 
ing causes which are also moved by another, Aristotle claims, will be 
at all identifiable with the formal and final causes. A commentator 
could fairly infer that a moving cause which is unmoved, by contrast, 
will not be identifiable with the formal and final causes. 


' GA 1.2, 716a18-23/ Ft Kawn al-hayawān, 4.12—15. 
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Although the latter category probably refers to the Unmoved 
Mover, which by Aristotle's reckoning acted as a final cause, the 
context in which 1t is introduced is so clearly focused on the efficient 
cause that Neoplatonic commentators such as Simplicius seized upon 
it as one way to justify the view that Aristotle held God to be an 
efficient as well as a final cause. Their reasoning seems to have run 
as follows: given that a moving cause which is identifiable with the 
formal and final causes will itself be moved by another; given that 
a moving cause which is moved by another is distinct from a mov- 
ing cause which 1s itself unmoved; given that a moving cause which 
is itself unmoved will be the Unmoved Mover, or at least something 
superlunary, divine and eternal; given that when Aristotle uses the 
term "moving cause" he is usually referring to the efficient cause; 
and given that what is superlunary, divine and eternal is separate 
from matter; therefore, there will be one type of efficient cause—a 
moving cause which is not moved by another— which is extrinsic or 
transcendent in the sense that it 1s separate from matter, as well as in 
the sense, mentioned just above, that it is separate from its effect. 

Aristotle's distinction in Physics 2.7 between moving causes which 
are moved by another and moving causes which are unmoved, and 
his description of semen as an instrument in GA 1.22, also served 
as evidence by which various Neoplatonic commentators could jus- 
tify their distinction between the Middle Platonists’ instrumental cause 
and a true efficient cause. Instrumental causes operate in the nat- 
ural, sublunary world of coming-to-be and passing-away, while true 
efficient causes operate in the divine, superlunary world of eternal 
being." Simplicius traces the distinction to Alexander." Philoponus, 
by contrast, claims that Aristotle allows for the instrumental cause 
only insofar as it is identifiable with the material cause, that is, in 
the sense in which the Demiurge of the Timaeus uses matter as an 
instrument." 

My general point in performing all this Aristotelian exegesis is 
simply that Jolivet’s analysis of Aristotle’s own “répartition” of the 


! On the history of the instrumental cause, see R,J. Hankinson, Cause and Explanation 
in Ancient Greek Thought (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), 342 and 380—381. 

7? Ap. Simplicium Jn Phys. 2.3 (ad 194b29), 315,12—18; (ad 194b32), 316,6-14; 
and (ad 19523), 317,23—28 (tr. Fleet, Simplicius On Aristotle Physics 2, 72—73, 74, 
and 75). 

S Priloponus In Phys. 2.3 (ad 194b16), 241,15—242,3 (tr. Lacey, Philoponus On 
Aristotle*s Physics 2, 53—54). 
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four causes along the lines of matter and form systematizes Aristotle’s 
thought to an unwarranted degree. In other words, Jolivet's claim 
that Aristotle divides his four causes along the lines of a more basic 
distinction between matter and form is undermined by the evidence 
in Aristotle which implies, first of all, that the identification of the 
formal, final and efficient causes in natural things must be heavily 
qualified; and second, that there is an important category of final 
and efficient causes—namely, those final and efficient causes that are 
not subject to coming-to-be and passing-away—which are extrinsic 
or transcendent in some sense, either in the sense of being separate 
from matter, or in the sense of being separate from their effect. What is 
more, a commentator could argue that this category of final and 
efficient cause—those that are extrinsic or transcendent—represents 
what final and efficient causes are in themselves, because it is only this 
category of final and efficient causes which cannot be identified, in 
either a strong or weak way, with the formal cause. 

Part of what prompted the Neoplatonists to focus on those pas- 
sages in Aristotle which support the idea that the final and efficient 
causes are extrinsic or transcendent, was their desire to create a cat- 
egory of form which was also extrinsic or transcendent, at least in 
the sense of being separate from matter. Although Aristotle, as I men- 
tioned above, clearly held that the form was inseparable from mat- 
ter except when speaking in purely logical terms, the Neoplatonists 
were committed to the Platonic notion that forms down here in the 
natural, sublunary world of coming-to-be and passing-away are mere 
imitations of Forms or Ideas up there in the divine, superlunary 
world of eternal being. Since Aristotle’s formal cause seemed to them 
to be hopelessly trapped in matter, the Neoplatonists invented a new 
category of cause—the paradigmatic cause—to accommodate the 
eternal Ideas. Proclus claims that the Academician Xenocrates was 
the first to come up with the idea of the paradigmatic cause and to 
identify it with the Ideas, thereby establishing the Ideas as a sepa- 
rate and divine cause."* 

It is often unclear whether the Ideas are meant to cause their 
effects solely as paradigmatic causes; or as efficient and final causes 


7 yopiothy adrijy koi Betav aitiav: Proclus, In Parm., ed. V. Cousin (Paris, 
1864), 888,36—38 (tr. G. Morrow and J. Dillon, Proclus? Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides 
[Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987], 249); Hankinson is sceptical of Proclus? 
attribution: Cause and Explanation, 326—327 and 351. 
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as well, with their efficient causality directed towards their effect inso- 
far as their effect is viewed as "proceeding" (npdočog), their para- 
digmatic causality directed towards their effect insofar as their effect 
is viewed as “abiding” (uovń), and their final causality directed towards 
their effect insofar as their effect is viewed as “reverting” (ériotpoqt]). 
But because of this very ambiguity—because the Ideas could be seen 
as paradigmatic causes, or variously as efficient, paradigmatic or final 
causes—the transcendence enjoyed by the Ideas reinforced the notion 
that all efficient, paradigmatic and final causes enjoy the quality of 
being extrinsic or transcendent. The notion that all efficient, para- 
digmatic and final causes are extrinsic or transcendent was further 
reinforced by the evidence in Aristotle, mentioned above, which 
allowed the commentators to infer that im themselves—in a strict or 
proper sense, that is—efficient and final causes are extrinsic or tran- 
scendent, either in the sense of being separate from matter or sep- 
arate from their effect. 

The Neoplatonists employed the transcendent/immanent distinc- 
tion as a criterion in two ways. The first was to distinguish the domain 
in which the final, paradigmatic and efficient causes operate, from 
the domain in which the formal, instrumental and material causes 
operate. That is to say, the final, paradigmatic and efficient causes 
are transcendent in the sense that they are separate from matter, 
and should therefore be seen to operate (at least immediately) only 
in the divine, superlunary world of eternal being, a world which is 
intelligible but not material. The formal, instrumental and material 
causes, by contrast, are immanent in matter and should therefore 
be seen to operate only in the natural, sublunary world of coming- 
to-be and passing-away, a world which is mired in matter. Because 
in the Neoplatonic hierarchy of being the immaterial is higher and 
the material lower; because to be higher in the Neoplatonic hierar- 
chy of being can be reduced to the possession of a greater degree 
of causality, while to be lower can be reduced to the possession of 
a lesser degree of causality;? and because the final, paradigmatic 
and efficient causes transcended matter while the formal, instrumental 


5 Here I am convinced by the argument of D. O’Meara (“The hierarchical 
ordering of reality in Plotinus,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus, ed. L. Gerson 
[Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996], 66—81) that terms such as “higher” 
and “lower,” when applied to Neoplatonic cosmologies, are unhelpful and can even 
be misleading; and that they ought, in fact, to be reduced to “causally prior” and 
“causally posterior.” 
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and material causes were either immanent in or simply consisted in 
matter; the Neoplatonists held that final, paradigmatic and efficient 
causes were causes in a proper sense (kopios), while the formal, 
instrumental and material causes were mere causal factors or con- 
joint causes (ovvaitia), that is, causes in a derivative rather than in 
a strict sense.' 

In his commentary on the Parmenides, Proclus claims that Plutarch 
of Athens, the teacher of Proclus own teacher Syrianus (Proclus 
refers to Plutarch as his “grandfather,” Syrianus being his "father", 
invented the distinction between transcendent causes, which are causes 
in a proper sense, and immanent causes, which are really only con- 
joint causes. According to Proclus, Plutarch claimed that Parmenides' 
five hypotheses can be divided into three about “One” and two 
about “Non-existence” or “Others.” The first hypothesis is about 
God, the second about Intellect, the third about Soul, the fourth 
about enmattered form, and the fifth about matter. Numbers 1, 2 
and 3 are transcendent causes, while 4 and 5 are not transcendent 
causes but rather the above-mentioned conjoint causes, a category 
of cause first distinguished by Plato in the Phaedo, which Proclus cites 
here." Proclus approvingly concludes (/n Parm. 1061,8—10) that there 


15 Syrianus, Zn Metaph. 13.1 (ad 1076210) [CAG VI/1, ed. W. Kroll, Berlin, 1902], 
82,2-13 and 14.5 (ad 1079b24), 118,25—26; Proclus, In Parm., 983,1—3 (following, 
with Morrow and Dillon, Westerink's suggestion of teAw& for Cousin's tée koi; 
see Morrow and Dillon, Proclus? Commentary on Plato^s Parmenides, 336); In Tim., Vol. 1, 
ed. E. Diehl, Leipzig, 1903, 2,1—4,5; 4,26-28; 17,15-30 (tr. A. Festugiére, Proclus: 
Commentaire sur le Timée [Paris: J. Vrin, 1966-8], 1:24—26, 27, and 45); 263,19—264,3 
(tr. Festugiére, 2:104—105); and Vol. 3, ed. E. Diehl, Leipzig, 1906, 126,11—13 (tr. 
Festugiére, 4:162). At Proclus, Jn Tim., Vol. 1, 239,24—240,1 (tr. Festugiére, 2:71—72), 
and Vol. 3, 226,10—18 (tr. Festugiére, 5:89), the efficient cause is referred to as bg” 
ov, the paradigmatic as npóg 6, and the final as 61’ 6, this being an example of 
what is sometimes called the “prepositional metaphysics” of the Neoplatonists. The 
prepositional scheme reappears in Simplicius, /n Phys. 1.1 (ad 184a10), 10,32-11,5, 
and is applied to the aitia Kvptm¢/ovvattia distinction in Philoponus, Jn Phys. 1.1 
(ad 184a10), 5,7—25. 

U Proclus, In Parm. 1058,21—1059,19 (tr. Morrow and Dillon, 414—415). Plato 
hints at the distinction between true causes and ovvaittia at Phaedo 99B2—4; Gorgias 
519B1-2; and Statesman 281D11—-E10; 287B6—8; 287C7-8; the distinction is articu- 
lated most explicitly at Timaeus 46C7—47A1 and 76D4—8. Because Proclus read the 
Phaedo with Plutarch, and the Timaeus with Syrianus (Marinus, Vita Procli, chapters 
12 and 13; cited by Sorabji, “The ancient commentators on Aristotle,” 7), it is 
difficult to determine whether Proclus learned of the distinction between transcen- 
dent causes, which are causes in a strict sense, and immanent causes, which are 
conjoint causal factors, directly from Plutarch (i.e., when reading the Phaedo) or indi- 
rectly through Syrianus (ie., when reading the Timaeus). 
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are four principles after the first, two transcendent and two con- 
joined (ttocapeg oov oi &pyoi petà thy utov úo uèv éEnpnuévar dbo 
dé GVLTĀMPOTIKOI). 

The second way the Neoplatonists employed the transcendent/imma- 
nent distinction as a criterion was not in order to distinguish between 
the domains in which different causes operate but rather to distin- 
guish between types of cause. Sometimes, as I just explained, the 
Neoplatonists used the transcendent/immanent distinction to buttress 
their rigid assignment of domains to each set of causes, with tran- 
scendence as the criterion by which the final, paradigmatic and 
efficient causes were judged to operate in the divine, superlunary 
world of eternal being, and immanence as the criterion by which 
formal, instrumental and material causes were judged to operate in 
the natural, sublunary world of coming-to-be and passing-away. 
(Occasionally the different causes were held to occupy even more 
rigidly assigned stations within each domain, with, to take the super- 
lunary world as an example, the final causality of the Good at the 
top, the paradigmatic causality of the Ideas in the middle, and the 
efficient causality of the Demiurge at the bottom.) 

Other times, however, the Neoplatonists’ use of the transcen- 
dent/immanent distinction took the form of a general law, accord- 
ing to which final and efficient causes i general are extrinsic or 
transcendent, while formal and material causes in general are intrin- 
sic or immanent. In most cases the Neoplatonists turned to this sec- 
ond way of employing the transcendent/immanent distincüon when 
they were not constructing their own theories in independent trea- 
tises or commenting on one of Plato's texts, but were instead com- 
menting on one of Aristotle's texts.'* 


id Dexippus, In Cat. [CAG IV/2, ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 1888], 7,16 (t@v yàp aitiov 
Q uév otv &&o KOPIOTĀ à ot OVĻIRGPEOTIV); Syrianus, [^ Metaph. 13.10 (ad 1086b14), 
162,25—27 (Spas ot ovy eig O Aóyoc nepi TAGOV pôv, GAA’ oi tv GTOIYELOŠEIG 
Gx@protor, oi (62) kopios &pxoi xopictat) Proclus, Theol. Plat. Vol. 3.2, ed./tr. 
H. Saffrey and L. Westerink, Theologie platonicienne (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1978), 
11,10—11 (xpd tOv ovvtetaypévov aitiov tà é&npnuévo); Vol. 5.2, ed./tr. Saffrey/ 
Westerink, ib. (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1987), 13,19-20 (tàç èv čēnpnHtvag 
acia .. . TG 02 ovvtetaynévag); 5.16, 53,19—20 (0 uev yàp eEnpnuévas aitidg ou 
TOV ànoyevvouévov, 0 Ot npoocexGc); Philoponus, In DA 1.1 (ad 402a21) [CAG XV, 
ed. M. Hayduck, Berlin, 1897], 32,18—19 (GAM oto uèv Gpyal ovvtetayuévot ko 
otov otojueibOeig eiciv apyai, tò è Gvvexés Kai tò Owopiouévov tēnpmutvo); In 
Meteor. 1.2 (ad 339a21) [CAG XIV/1, ed. M. Hayduck, Berlin, ies 11,8-11 (čīihov 
yàp Str tò £Enpmuévov dtrtov KVPIO oti TPOTOV CGĪTLOV....TPĒTOV odv ĒOTI TO 


IMMANENT AND TRANSCENDENT CAUSES 61 


Applying this law to Aristotle's texts required less effort than might 
be expected, even given the ambiguities discussed in the first part 
of this article. For though Aristotle himself nowhere makes a canon- 
ical distinction between transcendent and immanent causes, in Physics 
2.3 he contrasts the material cause and the efficient cause, saying 
that the material cause is “present in” or “immanent in” (tvvndpxov) 
its effect.” Philoponus, perhaps following the implication—discussed 
above—of the G4, took the next step, stating explicitly that in con- 
trast to the material cause, the efficient cause comes to its effect 
from outside (ēčodev).” 

Aristotle himself fleshes out the implication of Physics 2.3 when, in 
Metaphysics 5.1, he comes close to articulating a distinction between 
principles that are present in (tvvndpxov) their effects, and principles 
that are not present in (un vvrdpxov) and thus extrinsic to (éktóc) 
their effects." And while it is not really clear that Aristotle meant 
for the distinction to be applied to anything other than the difference 
between material and the efficient principles, Alexander of Aphrodisias 
extended the category of uh évonópyov to cover final causes as well 
as efficient causes.” With Alexander now providing some Peripatetic 
cover, Syrianus, Proclus, Ammonius, Asclepius, Philoponus and 
Simplicius then paired the formal and material causes (that is, the 
“conjoint” or “contributory” causes), claiming that they are present 
in their effects, in contrast to the final and efficient causes (that 1s, 
the causes “in a proper sense") which are extrinsic to their effects.” 


ovvietoyuévov aitov ô Odpavdc); and Simplicius, Jn Cat. (ad 1b25) [CAG VIII, ed. 
C. Kalbfleisch, Berlin, 1907], 66,2—3 (uńrote ob, Gurrījg otong tfi; &pyfig Tījg uev 
ovvtetayuévng tfjg Se &&npnuévno). The Neoplatonists’ use of the term ovvtetayuévov 
appears to derive from Plato, Laws 930B6 and D3-4. 

19 évonópxovtog at Phys. 2.3, 194b24/wa-huwa fihi, Aristūtālīs, at-7 abī'a, 101.1. 

2 Philoponus Jn Phys. 2.3 (ad 194b23), 243,29—244,3 (£&eOev appears at 244,1). 

1 évonóápyovtog at Metaph. 5.1, 1013a4/wa-huwa fi 3-sayi at Tafsir ma bad at- 
Tabiat, 2:473.8, and wh évondpxovtog at 1013a7/wa-laysa huwa fihi at Tafsir ma bad 
at-Tabi‘at, 2:474.3; tovtov 68 ai uèv évondpxovoat eiow oi Ot éxtdg at Metaph. 
5.1, 1013a19—20/wa-ba'du l-ibtida^ ati fi l-asya^i wa-baduha hiya hāriģa at Tafsir ma bad 
at-Tabi‘at, 2:474.11—12. 

? Alexander, In Metaph. 5.1 (ad 1012b34) [CAG I, ed. M. Hayduck, Berlin, 1891], 
345,37—346,16 (tr. W. Dooley, Alexander of Aphrodisias On Aristotle Metaphysics 5 (London: 
Duckworth, 1993], 13—14). 

?* See Syrianus (whose commentary on Book 3 of the Metaphysics was translated 
into Arabic; see al-Qiftt, Twrih al-Hukama’, ed. J. Lippert [Leipzig: Th. Weicher, 
1903], 42.6), In Metaph. 3.1 (ad 995b27), 7,8-10 (where he cites Alexander as the 
source of the distinction); and 3.2 (ad 996a21), 13,30—14,38; Proclus, Inst. Theol., 
ed./tr. E.R. Dodds (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), Prop. 75, 70,28—72,4; In Tim., 
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The Neoplatonic effort to integrate the 1mmanent/transcendent 
distinction with Aristotle’s four-cause theory emerged in early Arabic 
philosophy, where the first evidence I can find of the distinction is 
contained in al-Farabr's lost commentary on the Physics, an epitome 
of which is preserved in Latin. There al-Fārābī distinguishes between 
matter and form, which are inside the thing which they cause, and 
the agent and end, which are outside: materia et forma (que due sunt 
intra rem) et agens et finis (que due sunt extra rem).** 

In his article Jolivet cited and discussed a number of passages 
where Avicenna articulates the 1mmanent/transcendent distinction. 


What I shall now do is provide translations of those passages in the 
chronological order suggested by Gutas;” and add to the passages 
cited by Jolivet two more passages, one from Avicenna's first treat- 
ment of four-cause theory, in the Hikma al-Arüdiya, his earliest philo- 
sophical summa, and the other from the Risāla al-Arstya. I shall then 
make some tentative suggestions about how Avicenna's thought on 
this issue may have progressed, and what that progression tells us 


about his place in the history of philosophy. 
1) Al-Hikma al--Arūdīya” 


“Origin” (al-mabda”) is that upon which a thing’s existence depends, 
either its matter, if it is material; or its form, if it is composed of mat- 


Vol. 1, 237,9-11 and 239,24—240,1 (tr. Festugiére, op. cit., 2:68 and 71-72); Vol. 3, 
196,14—16 and 202,13-14 (tr. Festugiére, 5:54—55 and 61); Asclepius, Jn Metaph. 
1.9 (ad 991a8) [CAG VI/2, ed. M. Hayduck, Berlin, 1888], 84,7—33 and (ad 991a19) 
87,29—30; 5.1 (ad 1013a17), 305,2-17 (where the distinction is stated most canon- 
ically: some principles—the formal and material—are present in the effect [at uev 
Évonópxovoi], while others—the final and efficient—are extrinsic to the effect [oi 
dé éxtdc]); Philoponus, Jn Phys. 2.3 (ad 194b16), 241,3—5, and implied at In Phys. 
2.3 (ad 195a26), 252,19—21 (tr. Lacey, op. cit., 53 and 64); Simplicius, Jn Phys. 2.3 
(ad 19523), 316,22—29 (tr. Fleet, op. cit., 74). 

^^ Al-Farabi, Epitome of Aristotle’s Physics, ed. A. Birkenmajer, “Eine wiedergefun- 
dene Übersetzung Gerhards von Cremona,” Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und 
"Theologie des Mittelalters, Suppl. 3.1 (1935), 475.7-8. 

> D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s 
Philosophical Works, Islamic Philosophy and Theology, Texts and Studies, 4 (Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1988), 145 (and 79—145 passim). 

°° Unlike many other sections of the Hikma al-Ariidiya, this passage is not copied 
in an-Naģāt. The following is a transcription of the passage (MS Uppsala Or. 364, 
4v16—5r5): 
8 jns Saee oes || LS pe JŪS ol iyaa Lely Co SIS GI aL Lal gy es e end agas | GL Le said 
ol cee Jelili ld ghaid JAM delillo gals UY ly | olly ails sag Le GU OLS ol tl Lal 
aas | €) s Subs oU aUis obese UK LI sa gall <g> aill <pa> Le Cua tage <p> | tue pis 
elas! las GJ lā Jill s By peal! s 8 sad gi | iac ll LES U o2 pally olay eleli LG glia 

tals 
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ter and form; or its end, if it exists for some end; whereas that which 
facilitates and particularizes, and the instrument, attach as concomi- 
tants to the agent; and the paradigm [exists] because of that very 
agent's imperfection with respect to the act's issuing and existing from 
it. A composite substance has two conjoint causes (sababani mugārināni)— 
its matter and its form—and two transcendent causes (sababāni mufā- 
ragam)—its agent and its end. An accident has three causes, of which 
form 1s not one. Form and the separate [substances] have two causes: 
agent and end. 


2) Kitàb al-Hidaya? 


140.2-4: Every composite thing which comes-to-be has a cause. The 
cause is either an agent, or a receptor, or a form in the composite, 
or an end for the sake of which it exists, since the instrument and the 
paradigm perfect the agent as an agent in act (idi l-alatu wa-l-mitalu 
ukmilam l-fāda fātlan bi-l-frl). 

237.4—5: Forms are causes as well as effects. But they are causes in 
association (b1-l-mulaqatt), since they necessitate the existence of what 
they are associated with, not what they are distinct from ( fa-innaha 
tūčību wuģūda ma tulāqīhi dūna mà tubāytnuhū). 

243.5 244.3: The effect of each one [of the four causes] is either 
conjoined with that very [cause] (mugārinuhū fi datihi) or is not like this. 
A conjoined effect 1s either such that the cause is a part of its con- 
stitution (guz’u qiwāmihī) or not. If the cause is a part of its constitu- 
tion, then either [the part] is such that, left to itself, it is potentially 
an effect, such as wood for a chair, and [this] 1s the matter; or it is 
such that its coming-to-be necessitates the effect's being actual—such 
as “bedness”—and [this] is the form. If it [the cause] is not a part, 
then the effect cannot possibly be a part of it [1.e., of the cause], since 
a part is a constituent, but will instead be conjoined, without being a 
part of the constitution of the very thing it is conjoined to. And [such 
a thing] is either an accident, whose cause is the substrate; or the mat- 
ter, whose cause is the form. Now that [kind of cause] which is sep- 
arate (mufāragun) without being accidental is either [that] for the sake 
of [which], namely the end, or that from which but not for the sake 
of which, namely the agent. 


3) "Uyūn al-hikma”? 


Every cause 1s either a part of that of which it is a cause, or it is not 
(kullu sababin imma an yaküna ģuz an mimma huwa sababun aw lā yakūna). 
If it zs a part, either it is that part of [the effect’s] existence which, 
[when viewed] in isolation, bestows actuality on that of which it is a 


27 Ed. M. ‘Abduh, 2nd ed., Cairo: Maktabat al-Oahira al-Hadita, 1974. 
? Ed. *A.R. Badawi, Avicennae Fontes sapientiae, Mémorial Avicenne, 5 (Cairo: 
IFAO, 1954, 52.3-11. 
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part; or it is that part of [the effect’s] existence which, [when viewed] 
in isolation, bestows potentiality. That which bestows potentiality—that 
is, [that] by which a thing is potential and [that] in which a thing’s 
potentiality is contained—is its “matter” and “hylé”; the other, which 
renders it necessary and is one of the causes which render [their effects] 
necessary, is called a “form.” The causality of that which is not a part 
is directed at the subsistence of that other [that is, directed at the sub- 
sistence of the form] while itself either being distinct [from that form] 
or connected [to that form] (bi-mubayanati datiht aw bi-muwasalati datihi). 
That which is [so] while itself being connected is called a “substrate”; 
while that which is [so] while itself being distinct either gives existence 
to that which is distinct from it by being [that] for the sake of which 
[the effect exists], or it does not. That for the sake of which the dis- 
tinct [effects] existence 1s dependent is called an “end”; and what is 
not that for whose sake [the distinct effect’s existence is dependent] is 
an “agent.” Both are causes which render [their effects] necessary. 


4) Kitab as-Sifa’: al-Ilahiyat?? 


We say that a thing’s cause must either be intrinsic to its constitution 
and a part of its existence, or not (¢mmda an yaküna dahilan fi qiwāmihī 
wa-guzan min wugüdihi aw lā yakūna/vel est intra. essentiam rei et pars esse 
etus vel non). If it is intrinsic to [the thing’s] constitution and a part of 
its existence, then either it is the part on account of whose existence 
alone it is not necessary that [the thing] be in actuality, but rather 
only in potentiality, and is called “hylé”; or it is the part whose exist- 
ence is identical to the [thing’s] coming to be in actuality, and is 
"form." If it is not a part of [the thing's] existence, then either it is 
that for whose sake [the thing] is, or it is not. If it is that for whose 
sake [the thing] is, it is the “end.” If it is not that for whose sake [the 
thing] is, then either [the thing’s] existence comes from it with it not 
being contained in [the thing] except in an accidental way—and is 
the “agent”—or [the thing’s] existence comes from it with it being 
contained in [the thing], and is also the “element” or “substrate.” 


5) Kitab an-Nagat?? 


What is more, [a principle] must be either like a part of that whose 
effect it is, or not like a part. If it is like a part, it is either a part as 
a result of whose coming-to-be in actuality it does not follow that what 
is its effect exists in actuality (this being the element)...or [it is a 
part] as a result of whose existence in actuality the existence of its 


? Ed. M.Y. Misa, S. Dunya and S. Zid (Cairo: Wizārat at-Taqafa wa-l-Irsad 
al-Oāwmī, 1380/1960), 258.1-8/Avicenna Latinus, Liber de Philosophia prima sive 
Scientia divina V-X, ed. S. van Riet (Louvain: E. Peters, 1980), 292.27-36. 

3 Cairo, 1913, 344.2-14. 
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effect in actuality follows necessarily (this being the form). ... If it is 
not like a part then it is either distinct from or associated with the 
effect itself (umma an yaküna mubāyiman aw mulāqiyan li-dàti l-ma'lul). If it 
is associated, either the effect will be qualified by it (this being like the 
form for the matter [i.e., as opposed to the form for the composite]), 
or it will be qualified by the effect (this being like the substrate for 
the accident). If it is distinct, it will either be that from which the 
effect’s existence comes, while not being that for whose sake [the 
effect's] existence is (this being the agent); or it will not be that from 
which [the effect’s] existence [comes], but instead be that for whose 
sake [the effect’s] existence is (this being the end). 


6) Dānišnāmah-yi "Alā'ī: Iāhīyāt”! 


There are two types of cause, one which is contained in the effect 
itself (andar dat-t maul) of which it is a part, and another which is 
extrinsic to the effect itself (bzrün az dát-i ma‘lal) of which it is not a 
part. The cause which is contained in the effect itself is of but two 
types.... One is called the elemental cause, and the other 1s called 
the formal cause. The cause which is extrinsic to the thing is either 
a cause for whose sake the thing is, or it is not a cause for whose 
sake the thing is, but is instead that from which [the thing] is. The 
former is called the final or perfecting cause... while the other is 
called the efficient cause. 


7) Ar-Risála al-‘Arsiya fi haqa’iq at-tawhid wa-itbāt an-nubūwa” 


A thing’s cause is either intrinsic to its constitution and a part of its 
existence (dahilan fi quwamihi wa-guz an min wuģūdihī) or it is extrinsic to 
it (Aa@rigan “anhu). If it is intrinsic, it will either be the part in respect 


?! Ilāhīyāt-i Dānišnāmah, Silsilah-yi intišārāt-i anguman-i atar-i milli, Yadgar-i 
gasn-1 hazārah-yi Abū "Alī Sina, Collection du millénaire d'Avicenne, 15, ed. M. Mu'in 
(Tehran: Dānišgāh-yi Tihran, 13318/1951), 53.9—54.9. 

? Ed. I Hilal, Cairo, s.n., 18.5-11. In private correspondence David Reisman 
has alerted me to pieces of terminological, conceptual and grammatical evidence 
which cause him to suspect that the Risāla al-‘Arstya which we have before us today 
in Hilal's edition is not Avicenna's al-Hikma al-Aršīya but instead a later work, prob- 
ably from the Išrāgī tradition. These pieces of evidence are compelling, and I too 
now wonder whether the Rīsāla al-Arstya should in fact be assigned to Avicenna. 
But my general sense (admittedly unproven) is that later Islamic philosophical texts 
almost always presented the distinction between efficient and final causes on the 
one hand, and formal and material causes on the other, in terms of the Jšārāts 
causes-of-existence/causes-of-essence distinction, rather than in terms of the tran- 
scendent/immanent distinction found in Avicenna's earlier works. ‘Therefore the fact 
that the Risala al-Arstya passage offers us the transcendent/immanent distinction 
(not to mention that it articulates the distinction in a very similar way to the Sifa) 
makes me inclined, in the absence of decisive evidence otherwise, to uphold its 
attribution to Avicenna. 
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of which the thing 1s potential and not actual, namely the matter; or 
īt will be the part in respect of which the thing comes to be actual, 
namely the form. If it 1s extrinsic, it will have to be either that from 
which the thing's existence comes, namely the agent; or it will be that 
for whose sake the thing's existence is, namely the purpose and end. 


8) Kitab al-Išārāt wa-t-tanbihat® 

Warning: Something may be caused with reference to its essence and 
its inner reality (bi-tibāri mahiyatiht wa-hagīgatihī), and it may be caused 
in its existence ( fi wuģūdihī). You can consider the triangle as an exam- 
ple of this. Its inner reality is causally dependent on the plane and 
the line which is its side, both of which constitute it inasmuch as it 1s 
a triangle and possesses the inner reality of triangularity, as 1f the two 
were its material and formal causes. As far as its existence 1s con- 
cerned, [the triangle] 1s sometimes dependent on a cause other than 
these, one which is not a cause that constitutes its triangularity and 
that is a part of its definition. This is the efficient cause, or the final, 
which 1s the efficient cause of the efficient cause. 


To my mind what is striking about the preceding passages 1s that a 
major shift can be detected between Avicenna's first articulation. of 
the distinction between formal and material causes on the one hand, 
and final and efficient causes on the other, and his last articulation 
of that distinction. Avicenna's first articulation of the distinction, in 
the Hikma al-Arüdiya passage, is contained in a brief discussion of 
the term mabda', “origin” or “principle,” corresponding to the Greek 
&pxn. This gives us a hint that Avicenna viewed the distinction 
between immanent and transcendent causes as part of a tradition of 
interpreting Metaphysics 5.1, Aristotle’s own discussion of àpyn. In 
fact, the metaphysics section of the Hikma al-Aridiya appears in gen- 
eral to be a version of the “philosophical lexicon” Aristotle offers in 
Metaphysics 5. In addition to mabda’, terms such as “potentiality” 
(qūwa/ vas: Metaph. 5.12), “activity” (fil), “necessary” (wagib/ 
&voyxoiov: Metaph. 5.5), “eternal” (gadim), “perfect” (tamm/téXevov: 
Metaph. 5.16), “universal” (Kulli/óXov: Metaph. 5.26) and “prior” 
(gabla/npóxepo: Metaph. 5.11) are discussed. 

All the other passages—apart from the one from the lšārāt wa-t- 
tanbihat—are simply reworkings of the distinction first articulated in 
the Hikma al-Arüdiya. The only conspicuous change is that Avicenna 


* Ed. J. Forget, Ibn Sind: Le Livre des théorèmes et des avertissements (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 
1892), 139.14—20. 
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includes the Neoplatonists’ instrumental and paradigmatic causes in 
the earliest treatments of the four causes, that is, in the Hikma al- 
"Arüdiya and the Hidaya, but discards them in subsequent works. As 
a result, the Hidaya passage can be seen to link Avicenna's earliest 
works, such as the Hikma al-Arūdīya, with those of his middle period, 
such as the *Uyün al-hikma, Kitab aš-Šifū”, Kitab an-Naģāt and Dānišnāmah- 
i Alā'ī. (What many of the middle-period works also have in com- 
mon- —unlike the Hikma al-Aridiya—is the further distinction between 
matter as cause and substrate as cause, a distinction which Avicenna 
may have inherited from Simplicius, who in turn traces its prove- 
nance to Alexander and ultimately to Boethus, the pupil of Aristotle’s 
editor, Andronicus of Rhodes.) 

Most remarkable, however, is the fact that in the Ziarát wa-t-tan- 
bihàt passage, Avicenna's final articulation of the distinction, the for- 
mal and material causes are held to be disünct from the final and 
efficient causes not because the former pair is intrinsic to or imma- 
nent in the effect, while the latter pair is extrinsic to or transcends 
the effect. Instead, the criterion by which the two pairs of causes 
are judged to be distinct now consists in the fact that the formal 
and material causes are held to be causes of essence, while the final 
and efficient causes are held to be causes of existence. In other words, 
Avicenna now appeals to his own, more basic distinction between 
essence and existence, in order to supply the foundation on which 
formal and material causes can be distinguished from final and 
efficient causes. Because Avicenna’s distinction between immanent 
and transcendent causes has now been exposed as part of a long 
tradition of interpreting Aristotle’s four-cause theory, a “déplacement” 
can truly be said to have occurred only in the Jsarat wa-t-tanbīhāt, 
where Aristotle’s four causes are now distinguished between those of 
essence and those of existence, instead of between those which are 
immanent and those which are transcendent.” 


5" Simplicius In Phys. 1.7 (ad 189b32), 211,13—20. 

* One problem remains. Even if we accept that the Risāla al-‘Arstya which we 
have before us today in Hilal’s edition is truly Avicenna’s al-Hikma al-Arstya, as I 
suggested in note 32, there is other evidence, again pointed out to me by David 
Reisman, which suggests that the Risāla al-‘Arsiya may have been written after the 
Isarat. (The evidence is contained in al-Mubdahata at-taniya, paragraphs 32—35 [hitab 
al-Mubahatat, ed. M. Bidarfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 1413/1992), 49.1—50.2].) If 
this is the case, we will have to suppose that in the Risāla al-Arsiya Avicenna reverted 
to his old way of dividing the causes. Clearly more research needs to be done on 
the Risala al-Arsiya than is feasible in the present article. 
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I argue elsewhere that Avicenna's metaphysics 1s best understood 
as representing the culmination of one tradition and the beginning 
of another. The tradition which culminates in Avicenna’s metaphysics 
is what I have called the Ammonian synthesis, by which I refer to 
the Neoplatonic project of inventing new metaphysical tools for the 
purpose of integrating Platonic cosmology and Aristotelian natural 
philosophy. In another sense Avicenna’s metaphysics lays the ground 
for a new synthesis, one between Neoplatonized Arabic Aristotelianism 
and the Islamic theology of the classical mutakallimün. The shift in 
Avicenna’s method of dividing Aristotle’s four causes, from the Neo- 
platonists’ immanent/transcendent distinction to his own essence/exist- 
ence distinction, which was itself inspired by kalām discussions of 
things and existents, can be seen as yet another example of how 
Avicenna bridges these two periods in the history of philosophy.** 


+ R. Wisnovsky, Avicenna’s Metaphysics in Context, forthcoming; see also my “Notes 
on Avicenna's concept of thingness (šay?tyya),” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, 10.2 
(2000), 181—221, for evidence that Avicenna’s distinction between essence and exist- 
ence derived from kalām discussions of things and existents. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


INTELLECT VERSUS ACTIVE INTELLECT: 
PLOTINUS AND AVICENNA* 


Rahim Acar 


Introduction 


It is worth comparing Avicenna's conception of the active intellect 
to Plotinus’ conception of the cosmic Intellect with regard to two 
issues: 1) whether the function of the active intellect of Avicenna is 
the same as, or similar to, the function of the cosmic Intellect of 
Plotinus in causing the existence of the human soul; and 2) whether 
the active intellect's function is the same as, or similar to, the func- 
tion of the cosmic Intellect in leading human potential intellect to 
the stage of actual intellect and providing it with intellectual knowl- 
edge. I argue that since neither the cosmic Intellect, nor the cosmic 
Soul of Plotinus stands to the human soul in the manner that the 
active intellect does in Avicenna, Plotinus’ teachings do not show a 
traceable influence upon Avicenna with regard to the existence of 
the human soul and actualization of the human potential intellect. 
However, Plotinus’ influence on Avicenna must be acknowledged 
with regard to the source of intellectual knowledge, namely intel- 
lectual knowledge is received directly from the active intellect. 

In addition to highlighting the differences between Avicenna and 
Plotinus, I will make some remarks on the work of Herbert Davidson,! 
who produced some of the finest scholarship on this issue. In his 
article “Alfarabi and Avicenna on the Active Intellect,” and his book, 
Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes on Intellect, Davidson draws on material 


* ] would like to thank Professor Robert Wisnovsky (Harvard University) for 
encouraging me to write on this topic, and for reading a draft of it and making 
valuable suggestions. 

' Herbert A. Davidson, “Alfarabi and Avicenna on the Active Intellect,” Viator 
3 (1972), 109-179 [hereafter Davidson 1972]; and id., Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes 
on Intellect, Their Cosmologies, Theories of the Active Intellect, and Theories of Human Intellect 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1992) [hereafter Davidson 1992]. 
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from Plotinus that he thinks is relevant to Avicenna's conception of 
the existential and epistemological functions of the active intellect. 
Since Davidson’s goal is not simply limited to the existential and 
epistemological functions of intellect with regard to the human soul, 
but with regard to the whole physical universe, he is justified in bring- 
ing in passages from paraphrases of Plotinus. However, the connec- 
tion between Plotinus’ conception of the cosmic Intellect and Avicenna’s 
conception of the active intellect is not as strong as Davidson’s dis- 
cussion suggests. Given the fact that Avicenna knew Alexander’s and 
Themistius’ commentaries on Aristotle’s De anima, and given the fact 
that Avicenna’s position looks closer to their position than that of 
Plotinus, the passages from Plotinus that Davidson discusses to estab- 
lish the influence of Plotinus do not demonstrate anything more than 
that Avicenna utilized Plotinus’ scheme of emanation. 


Plotinus on the Origination of the Human Soul 


It seems essential to draw a general outline of Plotinus’ cosmology 
in order to understand how Plotinus conceives the origination of the 
human soul and the character of the relationship between the human 
soul and its cause. According to Plotinus everything except for the 
One exists as an emanation from its cause above. God or the One 
emanates Intellect, i.e., the cosmic Intellect, the latter emanates Soul, 
i.e., the cosmic Soul, and the cosmic Soul, in turn, emanates what 
is below.” 

Although the cosmic Soul is not an independent agent, it is the 
immediate cause of the physical universe below. The cosmic Soul is 
in between the intelligible and the material realms, as the effect of 
the cosmic Intellect and the cause of the physical world below. 
Although there are three modes of existing (intelligible, psychic and 
material) there are only two realms of existence: intelligible and mate- 
rial. “Soul”? is either in the intelligible realm, or in the material 
realm, because it does not have its own realm.’ The cosmic Soul is 


? Utūlūģīvā Aristūtālīs/ Theology of Aristotle, ed. “A.R. Badawi in Aflūtīn "inda l-*arab/ 
Plotinus apud Arabes, Dirāsāt Islàmiya, 20 (Cairo: Maktabat an-Nahda al-Misriya, 
1955) [hereafter Theology], 50.9—10; 135.11—16, 136.1-8. 

* While Plotinus does occasionally speak of three realms, e.g., Theology, 19.16—17, 
145-146, passim, his basic distinction is twofold: al-Glam al-"ulwi/ as-sarif and al-tālam 
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in the intelligible realm. It is intellect in some sense, but still different 
from it. The difference between the cosmic Intellect and the cosmic 
Soul consists in the latter's being affected by lower things and in its 
having a desire towards them, or not. While the cosmic Intellect 1s 
not affected by lower things, and does not desire them, the cosmic 
Soul has desire to do things, to create, and to govern. The fact that 
it does not have its own realm makes the cosmic Soul subsequent 
to and dependent on the cosmic Intellect, not only with regard to 
its own existence, but also with regard to creating the world below. 
In fact such a relationship of dependence is interwoven into the 
whole system of emanation. In this sense every effect depends on its 
cause for its existence, and hence for its acts. Thus, the cosmic soul 
is a means of the cosmic intellect, through the mediation of which 
the cosmic intellect acts.? Thus, although the cosmic intellect is the 
true and ultimate agent behind what happens in the material world, 
it is not in direct contact with it. The cosmic Intellect emanates the 
cosmic Soul, and the cosmic Soul does the rest. The Arabic Plotinus 
writes: 


The soul, therefore, is an intellect which is informed (tasawwara) with 
desire. However, the soul may either have a universal desire or a par- 
ticular desire. When it desires universally, it makes (satvwarai) the uni- 
versal forms actual, and governs (dabbarai) them in a universal, intelligible 
way without leaving its universal realm. When it desires particular 
things which are forms for its universal forms (suwar li-suwariha l-kul- 
liya), and decorates them (zayyanat), it makes them purer and more 
beautiful, and it repairs (aslahai) any defect that occurs to them, and 
governs them in a higher and nobler way than that of their immedi- 
ate (garība) causes, which are heavenly bodies.’ 


As Plotinus describes it, the cosmic Soul is an intellect, which is 
informed by a desire (šawg). With the desire it has, the cosmic Soul 


as-suflt, which refer to the intelligible and sensible realms respectively. For the preva- 
lence of this twofold distinction, see, for example, Theology, 19.11, 20.2-4, 29-31, 
passim, 56.11-12. 

* Theology, 18.16—19.1. 

? In this sense God is the one who makes thing exist and who fashions their 
forms; Theology, 51.11-17. Compare also Plotinus’ statement about the emanation 
of everything below the cosmic Soul by the cosmic Soul itself, Theology, 86.12—18, 
and his statement that the heavenly bodies are immediate causes of material things, 
Theology, 19.8—13. 

ê Theology, 51.3—10. 

7 Theology, 19.8—13. 
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wants to act and to ornament things that it sees in the (pure) Intellect.? 
Seeing intelligibles in the cosmic Intellect, the cosmic Soul creates 
the world below as a reflection, or illustration of what it sees in the 
cosmic Intellect. It emanates the material world, and the forms that 
appear in the material world. 


Soul emanates (tufid) its power over this entire world... and nothing 
corporeal . . . is free of the power of Šoul.... [E]ach body obtains of 
the power and goodness of Soul in accordance with its ability to receive 


that power and goodness.... [T]he goodness that Soul sends forth 
is "form," the underlying recipient of the goodness sent forth being 
"matter."? 


The cosmic Soul’s emanation of the physical world may be through 
the mediation of nature. Depending on the particular thing that is 
at issue, it may be through the mediation of a series of vertically 
ordered causes." The human soul is also among the things whose 
origin lies in the cosmic Soul." It is emanated by the cosmic Soul, 
not by the cosmic Intellect. Moreover, the emanation of the human 
soul is immediate. The link between the human soul and the cos- 
mic Soul is so strong that one may even question the applicability 
of the term emanation with regard to the existence of particular 
souls. That is, particular souls are not completely distinct from the 


8 Theology, 19.1—4. 

? Theology, 86.12-18, and in Davidson 1972, 127. Davidson refers to the Arabic 
text in Theology, 78, paralleling Enneads 4.8.6. However, I could not find the Arabic 
text on that page; rather, the translation that Davidson supplies conforms to the 
Arabic text on 86.12-18. 

10 Theology, 50.9-10: “We say that God, the high and the noble, is the cause of 
the intellect, and the intellect is the cause of the soul, and the soul is the cause of 
nature, and nature is the cause of all the particular things that are subject to gen- 
eration (akwān).” See also Theology, 19.12—13. 

" [ could not find a separate and detailed discussion of the emanation of the 
individual human souls in the Theology. But the idea that human souls are emanated 
by the cosmic Soul and that they are part of it can be supported by passages from 
the Theology. For example, if one wants to talk about the emanation of distinct indi- 
vidual souls, then one should attribute it to the cosmic Soul rather than the cos- 
mic intellect. This is because individual souls are issued in time, and time and 
temporal things are under the control of the cosmic Soul and the cosmic Intellect 
does not act in time. See Theology, 30.6-14, 31.2—9. That the human souls do not 
descend directly from the cosmic Intellect but from the cosmic soul is confirmed 
by the text of Enneads and by modern scholarship on Plotinus. See Enneads 1.8.14 
and 4.3.9 in Davidson 1992, 31; E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen. 3.2, 5th ed. 
(Leipzig, 1923), 603—4, apud Davidson 1992, 31; and H. Blumenthal, *Neoplatonic 
Elements in the De Anima Commentaries," Phronesis 21 (1976), 73—74, apud Davidson 
1992, 25. 
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cosmic Soul. In other words, they do not have an independent iden- 
tity. As Plotinus clearly states: “When Soul comes to be in particular 
things, it is not imprisoned (mahsiira) in them, . . . but rather, it hap- 
pens to be both in and out of them.” Even the wording of Plotinus— 
or the person who paraphrased Plotinus’ work—is interesting. It does 
not speak of individual souls but rather of the cosmic Soul's com- 
ing to exist in particular things. This shows how loose the connec- 
tion of particular souls is to their bodies, and also how strong their 
connection is to their source, the cosmic Soul. Hence it is difficult 
to assert a distinct identity for individual souls on the basis of Plotinus’ 
teachings. This conclusion, i.e., that the human soul does not have 
a separate identity from the cosmic Soul in Plotinus, has some impor- 
tant echoes on the issue of the actualization of the human soul. 


Potency and Actualization of the Human Soul 
and Intellectual Knowledge in Plotinus 


Regarding the potency and actualization of the human potential 
intellect, two questions may be asked of Plotinus: 1) Is the soul in 
a state of absolute potentiality, when it enters into the material realm, 
that 1s, when it comes to exist as a particular human soul? And 
2) Is the human soul something that has the possibility of becom- 
ing an intellect, at the beginning of its earthly journey? 

Briefly stated, Plotinus’ answer to the second question is negative. 
The human soul 1s not something that becomes an intellect at the 
beginning of its career in the material world. It 1s soul at the begin- 
ning and it ends as a soul when it finishes governing a particular 
portion of matter. All individual souls, including the human soul, 
come from the cosmic Soul and return to it again, and not to the 
cosmic Intellect.? This is because particular souls coming from the 
cosmic Soul are not even totally independent from the cosmic Soul. 
When the cosmic Soul is associated with a particular body, this does 
not turn the particular soul into a potential intellect. Descending and 
associating with particular bodies does not change the existential sta- 
tus of the soul, even though it changes the conditions or status of 
the soul in terms of its ability to know intelligibles. 


12 Theology, 19.13—15. 
5 "Theology, 20.6-16, 21.1—3. 
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Discussing the ability of the human soul to perceive intelligibles 
leads to the answer to the first question. Plotinus states: 


When the soul is in its intelligible place, it sees itself and things [in] 
there by its [own] power [fully], because things there are simple, and 
the simple is apprehended (yudrikuhū) by only something simple like 
itself. When the soul happens to be in the sensible realm, it receives 
that which is in the intelligible realm only by means of activity (fit) 
that it makes use of here (tastafiduhū hāhunā), not by its own power. 
That is why [here in the material realm] the soul does not apprehend 
things that it used to see in the intelligible realm. That is because the 
activity (fil) overwhelms (yastagriqg) the power [of the soul to appre- 
hend intelligibles] in the sensible realm, and thus prevents the soul 
from apprehending what it used to apprehend.'* 


In the material realm, Soul’s power to know intelligibles is weak- 
ened but not destroyed. Plotinus maintains that leaving its place in 
the intelligible realm and governing a certain particular body pre- 
vents Soul from enjoying the pure power of simple intelligible appre- 
hension. However, it does not destroy the power of Soul to apprehend 
intelligible things,? because it has this power simply by being Soul. 
In this sensible realm, the human soul needs activity (fil) in order 
to attain intellectual knowledge. But it does not start with such an 
absolute potency that an important transformation is required in the 
soul. In the material realm Soul has only to awaken (nuhüd) its power 
to know intelligibles by acting or striving for intellectual knowledge." 

This situation of the soul as particularized in a human being, i.e., 
as needing to strive for knowledge but being able to have it with- 
out any further condition, may correspond to the actual intellect of 
Avicenna which has passed two stages on the way to acquiring knowl- 
edge and which still needs to strive in order to acquire intellectual 
knowledge. ‘Thus, it may be concluded that, according to Plotinus, 
the human soul is not potential in the sense that it is for Avicenna. 
Plotinus’ theory reflects more of Plato’s theory of the human soul’s 
recollection of intelligibles than Aristotle’s potential intellect becom- 
ing actual. 

As I have noted above, according to Plotinus, intelligibles are 
found only in the intelligible realm, or in the cosmic Intellect. Even 


' Theology, 100.2—8. 
5 Theology, 100.17—20. 
16 Theology, 102.1—4. For detailed discussions of the issue see ibid., 99—103. 
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the cosmic Soul sees intelligibles in the cosmic Intellect; since it 1s 
soul it can only have what is “psychic.” 
can acquire knowledge of intelligibles only from the cosmic Intellect 
or the intelligible realm. There is only one difference between par- 
ticular souls and the cosmic Soul in this respect. Whereas the cos- 
mic Soul does not need to make an effort to know intelligibles, the 
human soul must make an effort to attain that knowledge, because 
its innate power to know intelligibles is overwhelmed upon entering 
the material realm.'* But in any case, intellectual knowledge is attained 
only directly from the cosmic Intellect. 

While there appears to be a genuine similarity between Plotinus's 
concept of acquired intellect and that of Avicenna, in that Avicenna 
adopts the idea that intellectual knowledge 1s acquired from a tran- 
scendent intellect, nonetheless, the acquisition of intellectual knowl- 
edge has different implications for Plotinus and Avicenna. 


Similarly, the human soul 


Avicenna on the Origination of the Human Soul 


Before examining Avicenna’s position, I must address the manner in 
which I employ his writings on the soul. I draw on Avicenna’s writ- 
ings on the soul in the Sjfz and the Nagai, but they certainly do 
not cover all of what Avicenna wrote on the topic. In the Sifa 
and the Naģāt, Avicenna develops similar positions regarding the orig- 
ination and the actualization of the human soul. But he may have 
elucidated divergent positions in other works. Such a posited diver- 
gence may be taken to represent an evolution in Avicenna’s con- 
ception of the soul. If so, the chronology of his works becomes 


U Theology, 19.1—4. 

18 Theology, 129.10—20, 130.1—4. 

19 [n addition to these two major works, Avicenna wrote a number of smaller 
treatises on the soul. Among these are the treatises collected by Ahmad F. al-Ahwānī 
in Ahwal an-Nafs, Risála fi nafs wa-bagā”ihā wa-ma'adiha (Cairo: Īsā al-Bābī al-Halabi, 
1952). In addition to the title treatise, this collection includes Mabhat ‘an al-quwá an- 
nafsaniya, Risāla fi ma'rifat an-nafs an-nātiga wa-ahwaliha, and Risāla fi l-kalām "alā n- 
nafs an-nātiga. Jean Michot provides a French translation of the first section of the 
title treatise in “Avicenne, La definition de ame, section 1 de L'tpītre des états de l'áme, 
traduction critique et lexique," in Langages et Philosophie, Hommage a Jean Jolivet, ed. 
A. Elamrani-Jamal, A. de Libera, and A. Galonnier (Paris: J. Vrin, 1997), 239—256, 
and section 13 in “Prophétie et divination selon Avicenne,” Revue Philosophique de 
Louvain 83 (1985), 507—535, with textual corrections of al-Ahwani’s text. 
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important. However, while the chronology of Avicenna's works is 
indeed important for our understanding of the direction of this evo- 
lution, dating those writings lies beyond the scope of this article.” 

I take Avicenna's conception of the soul as articulated in the Sifa 
and the Nagat to be representative of Avicenna's position because, 
even though in his other writings the articulation of Avicenna’s posi- 
tion shows some divergences, these do not imply a radical spht from 
his position as articulated in those two works.?! 


2 Determining whether Avicenna's writings on the soul in the Sif? and the Nagat 


are earlier or later than his other writings is a topic of debate. Dimitri Gutas argues 
that Avicenna's treatise Ahwal an-nafs (ed. Ahwānī, op. cit.) was written before those 
two works and that it was used in composing them. J. Michot dates the treatise to 
sometime between 421—428/1030—1037 during Avicenna's stay in Isfahan. For a 
summary of both of their arguments, see Michot, “Avicenne, La definition de l'áme," 
240-1. 

? I cannot discuss here all of Avicenna's writings on the human soul to estab- 
lish this assertion. However, without being exhaustive, I would like discuss Avicenna’s 
position in the epistle Ahwal an-nafs as an example case. This epistle is one of the 
texts in which Avicenna may be expected to incline towards a more Neoplatonic 
position. I am interested in comparing Avicenna’s position in this epistle to his posi- 
tion in the Sa and the Nagat only to the extent that they are relevant to my topic. 
I give reference to the epistle but not to the S7@ and Naģāt, since his position in 
those works belongs to the main discussion in the body of the paper. The issues 
on which Avicenna is likely to have diverged in the Ahwal an-nafs from his posi- 
tion in the Sif@ and the Nagat may be summarized as follows. (1) Naming the 
human soul; Avicenna states (53) that, as far as the human soul’s specific substance 
is concerned, he would not call it soul, except in a figurative sense, but he would 
call it intellect. (2) Avicenna uses the terms “cosmic intellect” and “cosmic soul,” 
instead of the “active intellect;” he mentions (54) the cosmic soul and the cosmic 
intellect sympathetically when he reports the usage of the terms “soul” and “intel- 
lect” by the ancients. (31) The relationship between the human soul and the body, 
in which the human rational soul is not imprinted in the body; when he explains 
(54, 90) that the genus of soul should be perfection not form, even though body 
should be taken into account in the definition of the soul, he states “This is because 
the subsistence (gxvām) of the rational soul is not such that it is imprinted in (tantabr‘) 
in the body. When it is called ‘form’ this is just by way of homonymy (istirāk al- 
ism)" And (3i) the relationship between the human soul and the body in which 
the body is an instrument of the human soul (e.g., 56, 100); when explaining the 
emergence of the human soul, as well as in his definition of the soul, Avicenna 
argues (100) that when a portion of matter is available to serve as an instrument 
for the soul, then separate causes (al-Gal al-mufaraqa) make the human soul come 
to be. But neither of these diverging points shows a strong change in Avicenna’s 
position in the Sif@ and the Nagat. (1) Even though Avicenna says that he would 
call the human soul “intellect” and not a soul, this is with regard to the ultimate 
destination of the human soul. Human soul does not come to be as an actual intel- 
lect. It comes to exist with the body as a soul that has the possibility of becoming 
an intellect. (2) Avicenna’s use of the terms “cosmic Soul” and “cosmic Intellect” 
may not be a firm criterion in arguing for a dependence on Plotinus. Avicenna 
seems to be reporting a less complicated account of the relationship between soul 
and intellect, even if he does not argue that it is strictly the case. He identifies (111) 
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In the Sia’ Avicenna explains the existence of the universe, i.e., 
everything other than God, through his version of the theory of ema- 
nation. The existence of the human souls is no exception to the 
process of emanation from above.” The principle that emanates the 
human soul is the active intellect, which is the last member of the 
celestial intelligences. It is the giver of all forms appearing in matter, 
from the lowest ones to the highest one. It emanates a human soul 
when a portion of matter is prepared to receive the form coming 
from the active intellect.? The human soul is the most developed 


the intellect that leads the human potential intellect to the level of actual intellect 
as an active intellect (‘aql fa“al), and he identifies one substance for the human soul’s 
coming to exist. I emphasize that Avicenna does not refer to the cosmic Intellect, 
but to an active intellect. Avicenna clearly states (112) that there are many sepa- 
rate intellects and many heavenly souls. This makes it unlikely that Avicenna's use 
of *cosmic intellect? is the result of the influence of a Plotinian cosmological scheme. 
(31) Based on Avicenna's argument that the human rational soul is not imprinted 
in the body, one may infer that Avicenna's conception of the relationship between 
the soul and the body is not as strong as he argues in the Si@ and the Nağāt, 
although it is problematic. However, Avicenna argues in the Sifa’, as he does here, 
that the human rational soul is separable from the body; it does not undergo a 
corruption as a result of the corruption of the body at death. His statement "that 
human rational soul subsists by itself” is not a contradiction of his position in the 
Sif@. He argues in the Sifa@, as he does here (e.g., 98), that the human soul under- 
goes a process of perfection. And its body and bodily conditions are the basis on 
which the soul’s perfection and distinct identity depend. (31) Whether or not one 
can give a satisfactory answer to the problem of coherently combining Avicenna's 
two arguments, Le., (a) the human soul’s perfection is conditioned with its body, 
and (b) the body is an instrument of the soul and the soul occupies itself with the 
governance of the body (95), it is very difficult to consider Avicenna's position to 
be similar to that of Plotinus on the basis of Avicenna's argument that the body is 
an instrument of the soul. One has to take into account both arguments in under- 
standing Avicenna's position. 7 

There are, however, topics on which Avicenna has the same position in the Sifa 
and in this treatise. For example, he argues (100—101) that the human soul comes 
to exist when there is a body prepared to accept it. He also argues (96) that the 
soul does not exist before its existence in the body, because without the body there 
can be neither one nor many souls. Furthermore, Avicenna (111) describes the 
human soul as “material intellect.” Finally, he describes (112) the human soul as 
potential intellect. Hence, despite some divergences between this treatise and the 
Sif@, Avicenna argues in both that 1) the soul does not have a previous existence 
and it is emanated by an intellect, and 2) the soul is absolutely potential and 
becomes perfected in this life with the body. 

? For a detailed explanation of this process of emanation, see, for instance, 
Davidson 1992, 74—82. 

* See Avicenna’s De Anima (Arabic Text), Being the Psychological Part of Kitab al-Shifa’, 
ed. F. Rahman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1959), 261; and F. Rahman, 
Avicenna s. Psychology, An English translation of Kitab al-Najat, Book II, Chapter VI with 
Historico-Philosophical Notes and Textual Improvements on the Cairo Edition (repr. Westport, 
CT, 1952), 59. 
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of the forms in the physical world, and it 1s the closest of them to 
separate entities. 

Avicenna rejects the idea that the human soul comes from a pre- 
existing soul or that it exists before its association with the body.** 
Before the attachment of the human soul to the body, there can be 
neither numerically many souls nor one single soul that may be the 
source of the human soul. There can be no prior numerically different 
souls because the basis for numerical difference and identity of each 
individual soul is the portion of body receiving it at a certain time 
and under certain conditions. According to Avicenna, there also can- 
not be one single soul before its attachment to the body. If there 
were, the part of that one soul that is attached to the body and the 
rest would be different things and thus the soul would be divisible. 
This is not acceptable to Avicenna. 

What Avicenna argues regarding the existence, or the origination, 
of the human soul amounts to two things: 1) the active intellect 1s 
the cause of the existence of the human soul; and 2) the human 
soul does not come from a pre-existing soul, or a group of pre-exist- 
ing souls. This is exactly the opposite of what Plotinus teaches regard- 
ing the existence of particular souls or, more precisely, human souls. 
Whereas for Plotinus it is the cosmic Soul which causes the exis- 
tence of the human soul and not the cosmic Intellect, for Avicenna 
it 1s the active intellect that 1s the cause which bestows existence on 
the human soul. There is a difference in the level of being between 
the cause and the effect. The cause is an intellect, which has a higher 
level in the ontological gradation; the effect is a soul, which is below 
its cause. This is an important point because the difference in level 
of being ensures the distinct identity of particular human souls. It 
also drives Avicenna to argue for the pure potency of the human 
intellect at the beginning of its life. 


Potency and Actualization of the Human Soul 
and Intellectual Knowledge in Avicenna 
The following is a broad outline of Avicenna’s conception of the 


actualization of the human intellect. There are four stages of intel- 


?* Avicenna’s Psychology, 56-7; Avicenna’s De Anima, 223-4. 
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lect that the human soul goes through: 1) potential intellect; 2) habit- 
ual intellect; 3) actual intellect; and 4) acquired intellect. With the 
exception of the level of acquired intellect, all previous levels are 
potential, albeit in different senses. The potency of the human poten- 
tial intellect, or material intellect is “absolute ability (a/-istidad al- 
mutlaq) from which nothing happens to have come out in actuality 
(là yakūnu haraga minhu bi-Lfíl), like the potency of an infant (f) for 
writing.” After this “absolute potency” there then comes the level of 
“possible potency," i.e., intellect 72 habitu, when the human soul has 
obtained primary intelligibles. These primary intelligibles are not 
acquired by effort (iktisãb), nor can one deny them once one knows 
them. Next is the level of “perfect potency," i.e., actual intellect, 
when the human intellect has known some secondary intelligibles 
but 1s not paying attention to them at the moment. In that stage 
the human soul has the ability to know secondary intelligibles when- 
ever it intends.” 

The level of the acquired intellect 1s the highest stage in the actu- 
alization of the human intellect. In a sense it is the stage at which 
the human intellect is truly actual. It represents the moment when 
the human intellect actually knows intelligibles, when it actually per- 
ceives them. For Avicenna, this stage of the human intellect, when 
the human soul actually knows, is called “acquired” because the 
human soul acquires intellectual knowledge from the active intel- 
lect. After having images of material things in the retentive imag- 
inative power, the human soul ponders (ftalata) them. This activity 
of pondering particular images puts the human soul into conjunc- 
tion with the active intellect. It makes the human soul ready to 
receive the emanation of abstract intelligibles from the active intel- 
lect." The effect of the active intellect through this conjunction is 
not to turn particular images in the imaginative power of the human 
soul into universal intelligibles. "Through this conjunction, abstract 
universal intelligibles come to the human soul directly from the active 
intellect. Hence the human soul has intelligibles only at the moment 
when it pays attention to them and receives them from the active 
intellect. 


°° Avicenna’s De Anima, 48-9; sce also Avicenna s. Psychology, 50—1. 
2 Avicenna's De Anima, 50. 


7 [bid., 235-6. 
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Since for Avicenna intellectual knowledge is found only in the 
active intellect and nowhere else, the human intellect has intellec- 
tual knowledge only when it actually attends to them. In other words, 
the human soul knows only when it 1s in conjunction with the active 
intellect, because the human soul cannot store intellectual knowl- 
edge.” The human soul has to receive the emanation of the active 
intellect every time it wants to have intellectual knowledge of a cer- 
tain thing.’ Thus, for Avicenna, conjunction with the active intel- 
lect 1s a *quotidian event" that occurs whenever the human soul 
actually thinks.*° 

Two issues highlight the differences between Avicenna and Plotinus: 
1) potentiality of the human soul; and 2) the effect intellectual knowl- 
edge has on the human soul. With regard to the first issue, for 
Avicenna the human soul 1s devoid of even primary intelligibles, let 
alone the secondary intelligibles at the beginning of its existence in 
the body. The human soul has only an ability to ascend to a level 
of intellect to know intelligibles. Hence it is absolutely potential. For 
Plotinus, however, attachment to a particular body only weakens, or 
interferes with the human soul's power to know intelligibles. It is not 
absolutely potential, since it comes from an actual source, 1.e., the 
cosmic Soul, and it does not undergo a transformation. With regard 
to the second issue, for Avicenna the human soul develops into an 
actual intellect by attaining intellectual knowledge, crossing over from 
being a simple animal soul to being an intellect. However, for Plotinus, 
the human soul comes closer to its previous state by acquiring intel- 
lectual knowledge. That previous state 1s when it was in the intelli- 
gible realm, before descending into the material realm. Here, the 
theories of Plotinus and Avicenna differ markedly. 

The conception of the acquired intellect is the topic in which 
Avicenna follows Plotinus’ lead. For Avicenna, acquired intellect is 
the state of the human soul at the moment when the human soul 
knows intelligibles. It is acquired intellect, (1) because the human 
soul acquires intellectual knowledge but does not produce intellectual 
knowledge on its own; and (2) the human soul acquires intellectual 
knowledge from the active intellect, because intellectual. knowledge 


?' Thid., 245. 
? Ibid., 247-8. 
* Davidson 1992, 103. 
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can be found, or can exist, only in the active intellect. This con- 
ception of the acquired intellect based on the idea that only the 
active intellect has intellectual knowledge is definitely reminiscent of 
Plotinus’ teachings. As stated above, for Plotinus, too, the cosmic 
Intellect 1s the source from which intellectual knowledge can be 
drawn. And it must be drawn directly. The similarity between Plotinus? 
position and that of Avicenna does not bear on the striving for intel- 
lectual knowledge," but rather on the idea that intellectual knowl- 
edge must be received from a transcendent intellect, since intellectual 
knowledge cannot be anywhere, or contained in anything other than 
a pure intellect.” 


Critique of Davidson 


Having compared Plotinus’ conception of the cosmic intellect and 
Avicenna’s conception of the active intellect with regard to their 
function in the existence and actualization of the human soul, it is 
appropriate to examine Davidson’s works on this issue and make 
some remarks. In his works “Alfarabi and Avicenna on the Active 
Intellect” and Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes on Intellect, Davidson con- 
siders Plotinus as one of Avicenna’s possible sources, because he 
maintains that both Plotinus and Avicenna assign to intellect a dou- 
ble function: intellect functions (1) “as the cause of the existence of 
the universe below itself;” and (2) “as the cause of intellectual activ- 
ity in the soul.”** 

Regarding the existential function of the intellect, Davidson’s con- 
clusion that there is a similarity between Plotinus and Avicenna in 
that both the cosmic Intellect and the active intellect produce the 
world below as a whole, but not specifically the human soul, 1s 
acceptable. However, the similarity between Avicenna’s position and 
that of Plotinus lies simply in their common emanationist scheme, 


3! "This is because the idea that the human soul makes an effort to attain knowl- 
edge does not belong exclusively to Plotinus. 

* Davidson 1992, 86. 

? Davidson 1972, 125-6. Although the passage there follows Davidson's com- 
ments on Alexander, his reference in note 119, which refers the reader to notes 
82-85, obviously assumes that the passages from Plotinus that he discusses shows 
Plotinus’ influence on Avicenna. In Davidson 1992, 31-32, Davidson cites the same 
passages. 
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according to which what 1s above in the ontological hierarchy ema- 
nates what is below it. But whereas for Avicenna the active intellect 
is the immediate principle emanating the sublunar world, for Plotinus 
the cosmic Intellect 1s not the immediate principle; rather it 1s the 
cosmic Soul. Davidson tends to downplay the difference between 
Avicenna's position, which combines ontological and epistemological 
functions in the active intellect, and Plotinus’ position, which assigns 
the ontological function to the cosmic Soul and the epistemological 
function to the cosmic Intellect.** 

In his treatment of Avicenna's position regarding the active intel- 
lect's function in emanating forms in the sublunar world, Davidson 
points out the similarity between Avicenna's position and that of al- 
Fārābī in Rrsāla fi (agl, which Davidson believes shows Plotinus’ 
influence. Davidson writes: “Risdla... represents an adaptation of 
Plotinus’s position, wherein the active intellect, rather than Plotinus’s 
cosmic Soul, continually emanates the forms of all natural objects 
in the sublunar world, and those forms actually appear whenever a 
portion of matter is ready to receive them.” For Davidson, Avicenna’s 
position comes even closer to Plotinus’ position because Avicenna 
assigns to the active intellect not only the emanation of forms in the 
sublunar world, but also the emanation of matter itself,** which 
receives all forms emanated by the active intellect.” 

The evidence from Plotinus that Davidson produces with regard 
to the function of the cosmic Intellect in the existence of the sub- 


3% Davidson 1992, 32; Davidson 1972, 127. 

* Davidson 1972, 150—151. 

6 Regarding the emanation of matter, I follow Davidson’s interpretation of 
Avicenna. Nevertheless, this interpretation is open to question. If the prime matter 
is “pure potentiality,” then there is nothing to be emanated. But the active intel- 
lect can be considered only the actualizing agent of the things by bestowing their 
forms. In that case, one may ask: if the prime matter is pure potentiality and non- 
existent, then on which thing does the active intellect bestow forms? Why not sim- 
ply say that the active intellect emanates material things? If the existence of the 
prime matter is considered simply something logical, then one may think that its 
existence is the result of, or a concomitant of, the existence of the active intellect. 
Hence in a broader sense, the active intellect is the cause of the existence of the 
prime matter. 

? [n Davidson 1972, 159, Davidson considers Avicenna’s position that active 
intellect produces matter as well as forms in the sublunar world to be similar to 
Plotinus’ position. However, the similarity amounts to nothing more than the the- 
ory of emanation. In Plotinus, Intellect never seems to be next to matter. Soul is 
a kind of means of Intellect to make things in the material world. Intellect pro- 
duces soul, and soul produces what is below. This is the case at least according to 
the Arabic paraphrase of Plotinus. See also Davidson 1992, 82. 


INTELLECT VERSUS ACTIVE INTELLECT 83 


lunar world shows that Avicenna adapts the scheme of emanation. 
But it shows no more than that. In fact, the existence of the human 
soul is one of the topics in which Plotinus and Avicenna do not have 
much in common. As explained above, according to Plotinus’ posi- 
tion, individual human souls do not have independent identity, whereas 
for Avicenna each individual human soul is unique and totally dis- 
tinct from its cause. For Avicenna, the active intellect, which has a 
higher place in the hierarchy of being, issues something below it in 
terms of ontological gradation. For Plotinus, on the other hand, the 
cosmic Soul dispatches to particular portions of matter particular 
souls of its kind, or associates itself to particular things. This distinct 
identity of the human soul from its source urges Avicenna to accept 
a potential human intellect that 1s closer to Aristotle's conception. 
Regarding the actualization of the human soul, Davidson discusses 
some passages from Plotinus to establish the link between Avicenna 
and Plotinus. ^ He emphasizes the ambiguity of the Arabic texts 
referring to the cosmic Soul and Avicenna's interpretation of those 
references as the human soul. In one passage, taken from the RAisála 
fi ilm al-ilahi, the phrase in question follows the argument that since 
Intellect 1s something nobler in the hierarchy of being, Soul does 
not produce Intellect by evolving on its own, or yield Intellect by a 
certain development. On the contrary there should be an Intellect 
that gives the soul intelligibles. Another passage that Davidson quotes 
in this respect is concerned with the conception of soul as analo- 
gous to matter, and therefore receptive of forms emanated by the 
Intellect and perfected by it. Davidson again emphasizes that the 
reference to the term “soul” in the text is to the cosmic Soul and 
that Avicenna understands by this “the human soul.” As Davidson 
states: "Read in this manner Plotinus is describing the human ratio- 
nal soul as a kind of matter that is perfected and receives all of its 
intellectual knowledge through form coming to it from the realm of 
the incorporeal intelligences, specifically from the active intellect."?? 


? ^ Davidson 1972, 121, citing Enneads, 5.9.4; Arabic paraphrase in Risāla ft ilm 
al-ilāhī, ed. Badawi in Aflütin ‘nda (arab, op. cit., 168.18—19. In the Aisála we find 
the phrase “potentiality passes to actuality only through a cause that is in actual- 
ity similar to [what] the former [is in] potentiality.” 

? Avicenna’s comment on the paraphrase of Plotinus Enneads is found in his 
Sarh Kitab al-Utūlūģīva, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi in Aristū “nda (arab, Dirasat Islamiya, 5 
(Cairo: Maktabat an-Nahda al-Misriya, 1947), 72, apud Davidson 1972, 121—122. 
See also Davidson 1992, 24. 
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Throughout his discussion of these texts, Davidson does not take 
into account Avicenna's apparent misunderstanding of the referent 
of the term “soul.” However, the fact that Avicenna apparently mis- 
understands the term “soul” seems to be very important in this con- 
text, because it suggests that Plotinus’ theory is not its source. It also 
shows that Avicenna read his own preconceptions into the text, cer- 
tainly influenced by other sources. As Davidson states, the matter- 
form analogy between soul and intellect is also used by Themistius.'? 
Since Avicenna's understanding of the paraphrase of Plotinus accords 
with Themistius conception of the relationship between soul and 
intellect, it is clear that the real source of influence is Themistius 
not Plotinus. Hence these passages do not establish that Plotinus 1s 
among Avicenna's sources here. 

Davidson relates another passage which can be thought to sup- 
port the influence of Plotinus on Avicenna regarding the actualiza- 
tion of human intellect. From the Risala fi [ilm al-ilàlà Davidson 
quotes: “The intelligible sciences, which are the true sciences, come 
only from Intellect to the rational soul.”*' "This statement is placed 
in contrast to the sensible knowledge of the human soul. Thus, it 
means that whereas the human soul's sensible knowledge depends 
on and comes from material objects, intellectual knowledge comes 
from the cosmic Intellect. This statement is about the nature of intel- 
lectual knowledge in which Avicenna shows a definite influence from 
Plotinus. However, one should note that this passage is not about 
the actualization process of the human potential intellect. 

In his book, A/farabi, Avicenna, and Averroes on Intellect, Davidson gath- 
ers together various statements from the Arabic paraphrases of Plotinus? 
work into a synthesis: 


[1] A transcendent Intellect has to be assumed in order to account 
for the passage of the human rational soul from potentiality 
to actuality. 

[2] Intellectual knowledge 1s transmitted directly by the transcen- 
dent Intellect to human rational souls that are properly ori- 
ented and ready to receive Intellect's bounty. 


* Davidson 1992, 27; Themistius, On Aristotle, On the Soul, tr. R.B. Todd (London: 
Duckworth, 1996), 100, 16 [references to paragraph and line number in Commentaria 
in Aristotelem Graeca]. 

* Davidson 1972, 121, citing the Risāla, 169.6—7, paralleling Enneads 5.9.7. 
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[3] The human intellect is like a mirror in which intelligible 
thoughts from above are reflected. 

[4] Thought at a higher level, at the level of Intellect, is all 
together, which can be taken to mean that it is undifferentiated; 
at a subsequent level, it is unrolled, which can be taken to 
mean that thought becomes differentiated as it descends into 
the human rational soul. 

[5] The relation of the human rational soul to the intelligible 
thought it receives is—as Aristotle already suggested and 
Alexander wrote explicitly—a relation of matter to form; and 
Plotinus adds that “clear principles” and the “intellectual sci- 
ences constituting the form of the rational soul come directly 
from the transcendent Intellect.” 

[6] Because thought is acquired by the human intellect from above, 
actual human thought is acquired intellect.” 


On the basis of this synthesis, Davidson concludes that these views 
of Plotinus “prefigure Avicenna’s account of the manner whereby 
the active intellect acts on the human intellect.” However, which 
of these views specifically belongs to Plotinus? And which concepts 
have the same meaning for Avicenna and for Plotinus? From these 
six major ideas, [1] does not specifically belong to Plotinus. As for 
statement [4], it may be argued that since for Plotinus the distinc- 
tion between the cosmic soul and the human soul is not clear cut, 
and since the cosmic soul is the one that occupies Plotinus's atten- 
tion, Avicenna's position is different from Plotinus’ position. Avicenna’s 
position in this regard may be closer to Themistius position, because 
for Themistius, too, thoughts are all together in the transcendent 
intellect but are differentiated in the human intellect." With [5], the 
matter-form analogy is not specifically Plotinian and, at any rate, in 
this analogy Plotinus means the cosmic Soul and the cosmic Intellect, 
while Avicenna understands an analogy between individual human 
souls and the active intellect. The idea of “clear principles" can also 
mean “primary intelligibles,” which prepare the soul to reach the 
secondary intelligibles. In this sense, the idea that a transcendent 


? Davidson 1992, 25-26. 

55 Davidson 1992, 26. 

* Themistius, op. cit., 109, 4. Themistius’ position is also reiterated by Davidson 
1992, 6. 
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intellect gives first principles to the human soul was commonplace, 
and Avicenna's understanding again is closer to the way the Aristotelian 
commentators understood it.? "Three ideas belong to Plotinus specifically 
and are reflected in Avicenna's conception of the source of the intel- 
lectual knowledge: [2] the idea that Intellect gives to the soul intel- 
lectual knowledge; [3] the human intellect 1s like a mirror, in which 
intelligible thoughts from above are reflected; and [6] because thought 
1s acquired by the human intellect from above, actual human thought 
1s acquired intellect. 

Avicenna adopts Plotinus’ teachings concerning the origin and 
nature of the intellectual knowledge. Other than this, Avicenna's 
position is either totally different from Plotinus’ position, or he sees 
Plotinus through peripatetic lenses. Themistius’ teachings function as 
one of these peripatetic lenses between Avicenna and Plotinus. 
Consequently, except for the origin of the intellectual knowledge, 
Avicenna does not owe much to Plotinus, such that Plotinus’ teach- 
ings would “prefigure” Avicenna’s theories. 


Conclusion 


With the exception of the general emanationist model, there does 
not appear to be a specifically Plotinian influence (through the Arabic 
paraphrases of Plotinus) on Avicenna with respect to the existence 
of the human soul. For Plotinus, intellect emanates the cosmic Soul 
and the cosmic Soul emanates the physical world and particular souls 
attached to things in the material realm. For Avicenna, on the other 
hand, the active intellect directly emanates the matter and the forms 
in the material world as well as souls, including the human soul. 
Regarding the function of the intellect in the actualization of the 
human potential intellect, for Plotinus the human soul is not poten- 
tial in the sense in which Avicenna thinks of the human soul. 
Moreover, for Plotinus the human soul never exceeds the boundary 
of being soul. For Avicenna, on the other hand, the human soul 
starts its career as pure potency and becomes an actual intellect, or 
reaches the level where it actually attends intelligible forms. With 


5 See, for example, Themistius, op. cit., 98, 35-99, 32, and 102, 30-104, 14. 
See also Davidson 1992, 26. 
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respect to the nature and source of intellectual knowledge, Avicenna's 
position shows the influence of Plotinus in conceiving intellectual 
knowledge as something that must be received from the active intel- 
lect. More precisely, the similarity between Plotinus’ theories and 
those of Avicenna regarding the function of a transcendent intellect 
in the existence of the human soul is only a general one which can 
better be subsumed under the theory of emanation. And with respect 
to the actualization of the human intellect, it is limited to the nature 
and source of intellectual knowledge. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 


STEALING AVICENNA'S BOOKS: A STUDY OF THE 
HISTORICAL SOURCES FOR THE LIFE AND 
TIMES OF AVICENNA* 


David C. Reisman 


Introduction 


In addition to Avicenna's Autobiography and the Biography written 
by his disciple al-Gūzģānī, scholars have long drawn on Ibn Fundug 
al-Bayhagī's Tatimmat Siwan al-hikma for historical information related 
to the social, political and intellectual context in which Avicenna 
lived and worked. Very few scholars have questioned the reliability 
of Ibn Funduq's incidental information on Avicenna, although there 
has been some minor discussion about the nature of his revised ver- 
sion of the Autobiography/ Biography Complex which forms the bulk 
of his entry on Avicenna in the 7atimma.! In what follows, I present 
a brief overview of the historical context of Avicenna's career in 
order then to properly assess the contemporary and near-contemporary 
historical sources for the period. Since Ibn Funduq's information on 
Avicenna would appear to be the basis for much of the later histo- 
rians accounts, that information must be appraised in order to deter- 


* T dedicate this study to the memory of Paul Kraus. I thank Dimitri Gutas and 
Franz Rosenthal for their valuable comments. The following analysis developed out 
of a hypothesis I set forth in my “The Making of the Avicennan Tradition: The 
Transmission, Contents, and Structure of Ibn Sīnā's a/-Mubāhatāt (The Discussions),” 
Ph.D. dissertation, Yale University, 2001, concerning the dating of a letter from 
Avicenna to his student Bahmanyar. At the time I was convinced that the prob- 
lems related to Ibn Funduq's anecdotes (on which see below) were the result of a 
simple error on his part; as will become apparent in this study, I now believe the 
reasons behind Ibn Funduq's misinformation to be more intentional. 

! See, for instance, Dimitri Gutas, “Avicenna II, Biography,” Elr, 1:67, who lists 
Ibn Funduq's additions to the Avicenna Autobiography/Biography Complex and 
concludes “not much of this additional information can be taken at face value.” 
However, in the same statement, Gutas explicitly endorses the veracity of Ibn 
Funduq’s “bibliographic reports about the survival of some of Avicenna’s books.” 
It is precisely this aspect (at least in part) of Ibn Funduq’s testimony that is ques- 
tioned below. 
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mine its reliability. Aside from various incidental comments that Ibn 
Funduq makes about Avicenna which allow us to determine his atti- 
tude toward Avicenna, a report in three different versions in the his- 
torical works concerning the loss of Avicenna's books form the focus 
of the investigation. The versions of this report concern two events: 
the theft of four of Ibn Sina's books or works-in-progress during the 
occupation of Isfahan by the Gaznavid Mastūd in 421/1030; and 
the plunder of Avicenna's library (bayt al-kutub) during a purported 
(and by no means historically verified) pillage of Isfahan by Mas‘td’s 
general Abū Sahl al-Hamdūnī in 425/1034? 


Historical Overview 


In the present state of scholarship, it would not be wise to attempt 
a thoroughgoing analysis of the political, social and intellectual devel- 
opments of late fourth/tenth and early fifth/eleventh century Western 
Iran. The impression of the period and geography in question is that 
of unmitigated chaos, not only because of the turbulent events of 
the time but also because of the profound sense of confusion appar- 
ent in the reports of contemporary and later historians. Even if we 
limit our investigation to the immediate boundaries of Avicenna's 
birth and death dates, and further focus on only the dynasties which 
Avicenna served in various capacities or came into contact with, the 
historical record would still be far from smooth and consistent. 
The date of Avicenna's birth remains unresolved, but this need 
not detain us here.? We can say with some confidence that in the 
last decade of the fourth/tenth century, Avicenna was employed for 
a very brief period as physician to the court of the Samanids in 
Bubara. It is at Bubarà that his real philosophical research began; 


? Abü Sahl was appointed civil governor of Rayy and the Gibal in 424/1033 
and given the mufátaba of aš-Šayh al--Amid; see C.E. Bosworth, “The Titulature 
of the early Ghaznavids,” Oriens 15 (1962), 229, citing the Persian historian Bayhagī, 
on whom see below. This date of appointment is contradicted by the later histo- 
rian Muhammad Mir Hwand, who gives the date 421 in his Rawdat as-safa’, apud 
Sa'īd Nafīsī, Dar Pīrāmūn-i Tārīh-i Bayhagī (Tehran: Furūģī Mahfūz, 1342/1923), 
2:718. 

* See Dimitri Gutas, “Avicenna’s Madhab, with an Appendix on the Question of 
his Date of Birth,” Quaderni di Studi Arabi 5—6 (1987), 323—336, who posits the birth 
date of 353/964. I am unaware of any scholarly response to Gutas's hypothesis. 
The following summary of Avicenna's career is based on the Autobiography/ Biography 
Complex, ed./tr. William E. Gohlman, The Life of Ibn Sina (Albany, New York: 
SUNY, 1974), and the correspondence of Avicenna and his students. 
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and he speaks of the court library of the Samanids, filled with all 
the books of ancient philosophy, with a true scholar’s appreciation. 
With the collapse of the Samanid dynasty at the turn of the fifth/ 
eleventh century and the rise of the Gaznavids, Avicenna began his 
long travels, punctuated by periods of employment throughout Western 
Iran.* In the first decade of the fifth/eleventh century, we find him 
working as a lawyer for the Ma'mūnid dynasty whose days were as 
numbered as the Samanids before them. Though he then sought 
employment at the Ziyarid court, he arrived too late: the ruler Qabis 
ibn Vušmagīr had died shortly before Avicenna entered Gurģān. In 
Rayy, Qazwin and Hamadan, Avicenna served one branch of the 
Büyid dynasty, then nominally under the rule of Magd ad-Dawla, 
but largely directed by his mother, the Sayyida. We are told that 
he served as their “business manager" but the details of his service 
are obscure. It was not a pleasant period of employment; apparently 
Avicenna would later refer to them as “those two despicable crea- 
tures.” Between 405/1015 and 415/1024, Avicenna is found work- 
ing as both physician and vizier for another Büyid, Sams ad-Dawla. 
A vizier's relationship with the various factions of the army is almost 
always crucial to his success. Avicenna did not fare well in this area; 
we are told that the army called for his execution.® Finally, in 421/ 
1030, Avicenna managed to find respectable employment in Isfahan 
with ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla,’ the tireless campaigner and surely the strongest 
ruler of the decidedly minor Kakiyid dynasty.” 


* These travels have been neatly discussed by G. Lūling in “Ein anderer Avicenna: 
Kritik seiner Autobiographie und ihrer bisherigen Behandlung," ZDMG Suppl. II.1 
(1977), 496-513. 

> This inference is based on my identification of the Sayyida and Magd ad-Dawla 
as the referents of the dual adjective al-makrühayni in Avicenna’s Risāla ilā Alā” ad- 
Dawla, ed. H.Z. Ülken in Ibn Sina Risāleleri, 2: Les Opuscules d'Ibn Sina, Istanbul 
Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Yayınlarından, 552 (Istanbul: Ibrahim Horoz Basimevi, 
1953), 44.2; and ed. "Abd al-Amīr Šams ad-Din, al-Madhab at-tarbavvī ‘nda Ibn Sina 
min hilāl falsafatiht l-lmiya (Beirut: aš-Šarika al-‘Alamiya li-I-Kutub, 1988), 399.2. 

* Gohlman, Life, 52/53. I have argued elsewhere that the insurrection against 
Avicenna may be related to the charge brought against him, likely by Abū 1-Oāsim 
al-Kirmānī, that he attempted to imitate the Qur'an in his homilies; see “Avicennan 
Tradition,” Chapter Three, Section ILA.c. 

7 S.H. Burney, “A Critical Survey of the Anecdotes relating to Ibn Sina in the 
Chahar Magāla,” Indo-Iranica 9.2 (1956), 41, has rightly noted that there is no evi- 
dence that Avicenna was appointed ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's wizier, Cl. Cahen, “A propos 
d'Avicenne," La Pensée, Revue du Rationalisme Moderne 45 (1952), 81 (cited also by 
Gutas, “Avicenna’s Madhab, 326), raised doubts about whether Avicenna even served 
as vizier to the Büyid Sams ad-Dawla, pointing out that it was not a common prac- 
tice of the time to appoint court scholars and physicians to such positions. 

> The history of the Kākūyid dynasty, including Avicenna's patron ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla, 
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In this brief summary of Avicenna's fortunes, no fewer than six 
dynastic courts appear, and that number alone should give us some 
idea of the very fragmented character of politics and power in Western 
Iran in the first part of the fifth/eleventh century. The relative order 
that had been achieved by the Būyids and their Daylami soldiers in 
the latter half of the preceding century had rapidly disintegrated, in 
part because of the very decentralized nature of their rule, most evi- 
dent in the existence of separate ruling families in each of the major 
cities of Iraq and Western Iran. The branch in Rayy, with which 
Avicenna came into contact, could claim only one strong ruler, Fahr 
ad-Dawla. But his death in 386/997 left only his young and inex- 
perienced son Magd ad-Dawla as a possible candidate at a time 
when military skills were all that could ensure success. ‘The fact that 
his mother the Sayyida managed to hold their small enclave together 
for the next two decades is a tribute to her character alone. With 
the Sayyida’s death in 419/1028, Magd ad-Dawla, no longer young 
but no less inexperienced, made the unwise decision to seek the aid 
of the Gaznavid Mahmid (r. 388-421/998-1030) against his own 
restless army, and got imprisonment at the Gaznavid court instead.” 

While the fame we assign the Gaznavids is rightly located in 
Mahmuüd's stunning victories in Afghanistan and India, there is no 
doubt that their own hopes of lasting renown lay in western expan- 
sion.” In a sort of policy statement from the Gaznavid governor of 
the Gibal province, Abū Sahl al-Hamdūnī, a plan is outlined to push 
west to Baghdad and replace Šī“ Büyid rule with the Sunni ideol- 
ogy of the Gaznavids and then move on to contest Šī'ī Fatimid con- 
trol in Syria and Egypt." We might advance as partial reason for 


is treated at length in G.E. Bosworth’s “Dailamis in Central Iran: The Kākūyids 
of Jibāl and Yazd,” Iran, FBIPS 8 (1970), 73-95; and id. New Islamic Dynasties: A 
chronological and genealogical manual (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 
160ff. (note that his statement there “Muhammad was the maternal uncle” should 
be corrected to “Rustam was the maternal uncle”). 

? See Bosworth, “Dailamis,” 76. 

1 For the metaphorical expression of this imperialist policy in relation to Mas'üd, 
whom the poet Manūgihrī called Šāhanšāh-yi ‘Iraq, see Bosworth, “Titulature,” 
219; Bosworth surmises that Manūgihrī used the title “to combat Buyid pretensions 
in western Persia.” 

" Bayhagī, Tarīh-+ Mas'üdi, P39 1ff./A414ff. [for these references, see n. 37 below]. 
Mas'üd had himself made a similar statement to the Qarahanid ruler Yusuf Qadir 
Han upon his assumption of his father’s throne; see Bosworth, “Dailamis,” 76, n. 
21. Abū Sahl reiterated these to him in 424/1033 before he assumed his duties as 
‘amid of Rayy; see below for this investiture. 
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their failure to do so the singular personality of Avicenna's patron, 
the Kākūyid ‘Ala ad-Dawla. 

This is not to say that ‘Ala ad-Dawla was all that stood between 
the Gaznavids and Western expansion, nor even that ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's 
opposition to the Gaznavids was rhetorically articulated as the last 
bulwark against such imperialism. The Gaznavids, whose capitol was 
located in present-day Eastern Afghanistan, simply did not have the 
necessary military power to sustain permanent operations on three 
fronts: in India, in Northeastern Iran (where the rise of the Seljuks 
presented the real threat to Gaznavid power), and in Western Iran. 
Real possibility for this western expansion emerged only at the end 
of Mahmiid’s reign when he and his son Mas'ūd (r. 421—432/1031- 
1040) seized control of Rayy, Hamadan, and Isfahan. Within months 
of that success, however, Mas'üd was forced to race back to Gazna 
to contest the succession of his brother Muhammad on the death of 
their father Mahmuüd." Thereafter, the most Mas'*ūd could accom- 
plsh in Western Iran in the course of the next decade was the 
appointment of relatively strong governors and military commanders 
who could take advantage of the ceaseless Jockeying for power among 
the many contenders of the area.? The goal quickly became seizure 
of wealth from the local leaders of the area to finance the Gaznavid 
military and cultural expenditures." ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla, sitting on the 
golden egg of Isfahan, was thus a primary target for such plunder. 
‘Ala ad-Dawla for his part appears to have been intent upon estab- 
lishing limited control of the region. He did this by alternately chal- 
lenging the minor successes of the Gaznavids; and, when the tide 
turned against him, entering into treaty arrangements with them, as 
their deputy in Isfahan. Such treaties appear to have been mediated 
by his ally, the Büyid amir Galal ad-Dawla, who had the ear of the 
‘Abbasid caliph in Baghdad." 


? Armed with a “resplendent string of fresh /aqabs;" see Bosworth, “Titulature,” 
225-6, citing the Persian historian Bayhagī. 

5 Mas'ūd's choice of local military rulers was not always wise; when he departed 
for Gazna at the death of his father he left the Turkish general Tas Farrāš in 
charge. Ibn al-Atir says of Tas Farrāš's reign of terror in Rayy: “[He] had filled 
the land with injustice and tyranny, until the people prayed for deliverance from 
[the Gaznavids] and their rule. The land became ruined and the population dis- 
persed," apud C.E. Bosworth, *Mahmūd of Ghazna in contemporary eyes and later 
Persian literature," Iran, JBIPS 4 (1966), 86. 

" For examples of such expenditures and the resulting "financial oppression"; 
see Bosworth, *Mahmūd of Ghazna,” 85ff. 

5 Ibn al-Gawzī records one such epistolary intervention in 421/1030; see his 
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While Avicenna had managed to find a sort of tenured appointment 
with ‘Ala? ad-Dawla, the relative insecurity of his patron's power 
meant that such tenure was subject to the fortunes of war. In this 
regard, and for the purposes of addressing the loss of Avicenna's 
books, three events recorded by the historians are of importance. 


1. In 421/1030, the Gaznavid Mas'ūd, then commander for his 
father Mahmūd, drove ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla out of Isfahan; 

2. In 425/1034, Mas'üd's governor Abū Sahl al-Hamdūnī battled 
‘Ala’ ad-Dawla at the Karag gate of Isfahan; 

3. In 428/1037, the Gaznavids Abū Sahl and Tāš Farrāš battled 
‘Ala’ ad-Dawla outside Rayy. 


We have reliable indications from the correspondence of Avicenna 
and his students that in 421/1030, as he was fleeing Isfahan, Avicenna 
was stopped at the gate of the city by a detachment of Mas'üd's 
soldiers, his saddle-bags were searched, and his papers, including 
four of his works (some complete, others in early drafts) were stolen. 
On the other hand, we have very unreliable reports that in either 
425/1034 or 428/1037, the conquering Gaznavid army entered 
Isfahan and raided Avicenna’s library,^ the contents of which, we are 
told, were then transported back to Gazna. It is my contention that 
we can be relatively confident that copies of four of Avicenna’s books 
were confiscated in 421/1030, but we can have no confidence in 
the anecdote concerning the plunder of Avicenna’s library. Such an 
anecdote appears to form the basis of one of those entertaining but 
untrue topoi that often fill the gaps in real information set down by 
medieval Arabic and Persian historians. 

The evidence from Avicenna and his students is found in two let- 
ters by Avicenna (Avicenna 1 below: to Bahmanyar;'’ and Avicenna 


al-Muntazam fi ta@rth al-mulük wa-l-umam, ed. M. ‘Abd al-Oadir and M.‘A.QO, ‘Ata’ 
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiya, 1412/1992), 15:206—7. 

16 As we will see, the distinction between a rifling of saddle-bags and the seizure 
of four of Avicenna’s books, and a wholesale plunder of a library is an important one. 

"” The passage is found in al-Mubahatat, ed. M. Bidarfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 
1371S/1992), 49.1-50.4; tr. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Introduction to 
Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical Works, Islamic Philosophy and Theology, Texts and 
Studies, IV (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988), 57; c£. “Avicennan Tradition,” Chapter Four, 
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2: to al-Kiyā), a letter by Ibn Zayla, and al-Gūzģānī's Biography 
of his master." The incidental information we can glean from these 
texts collectively refer to the rifling of Avicenna's saddle-bags at the 
gate of Isfahan in 421/1030 by Mas'üd's troops and the removal of 
four of his works. Ibn Zayla refers to the "late Sultan," by whom 
he means Mahmūd, whose forces in that year were commanded by 
his son Mas'üd, and al-Gūzģānīs report makes this explicit. In no 
other military incursion into Isfahan was Mas'ūd himself involved. 


Avicenna 1 *A&-Sayb al-Fādil [Bahmanyar]’s letter arrived, indicat- 
ing his well-being and the joy that has at last come to 
him as a result of my deliverance from those life-threat- 
ening shocks. As for his sorrow at the loss of al-Isarat 
wa-t-tanbihat, 1 believe a copy of this book may remain 
preserved. As for al-masa^il al-masriqiya, I had already 
packed them up in their quires, or most of them, in such 
a way that no one's attention would be drawn to them, 
and I also recorded some things from al-Hikma al-aršīya 
on slips of paper, and it was these that were lost. .. . But 
certainly Aāb al-Insāf could not but be extensive and 
rewriting it would be laborious." 

Avicenna 2 “The [Aitab al-Insāf| was lost in the course of some rout, 
since there was only the first draft.” 

Ibn Zayla “In the year that the horsemen of the late Sultan over- 
ran these lands, Avicenna was prompted for some rea- 
son to occupy himself with a book which he called Aitab 
al-Insāf. ... But before all of this was transcribed into a 
clean copy, he was hindered by a military rout in which 
all his belongings and books were carried off at the gate 
of Isfahan.” 

Al-Gūzģānī “The Sayb wrote Kitab al-Insáf, but on the day that Sultan 
Mas'ūd entered Isfahan, the army rifled the Sayh’s sad- 
dle-bags (rahl) containing the book, and not a trace of it 
was found afterward.” 


ILB.a. For the few known biographical facts on Avicenna’s student Bahmanyar, see 
“Avicennan Tradition," Chapter Three, II.B. 

' The passage is found in the Letter to al-Kiya in a/-Mubāhatāt, 375.8—9; tr. 
Gutas, Avicenna, 64. 

The passages below are found in al-Mubahatat, 80.3-4, 81.3-4; tr. Gutas, 
Avicenna, 66. On Avicenna's student Ibn Zayla, see “Avicennan Tradition,” Chapter 
Three, ILC. 

2 The passage from al-Gūzšānīs Biography is found in Gohlman, Life, 80/81; 
tr. Gutas, Avicenna, 132-3. 
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While it is undeniable that al-Gūzģānī's Biography of Avicenna con- 
tains much that can reasonably be considered rhetorical, hagio- 
graphical, and in some cases even propagandistic," it nonetheless 
contains much incidental information that can serve as a means of 
assessing later authors writing on Avicenna. Of even greater value 
for the life of Avicenna are the private papers and correspondence 
of Avicenna and his students (represented above by Avicenna 1-2 
and Ibn Zayla), in which incidental records of events gain value by 
their solely conversational nature. Obviously, the writings of Avicenna 
and his students form the primary record of events in which they 
were involved; and the authenticity of information in later historical 
works which also make reference to those events must be judged by 
their standard. 

In this regard, and particularly with respect to the reports trans- 
lated above, we find different versions of what I call the Plunder 
Anecdote in later authors that have bearing upon the event men- 
tioned by Avicenna and his students. Ibn Funduq al-Bayhagī inserted 
a detailed version of the Plunder Anecdote into his revision of the 
Autobiography/Biography Complex in the very place that al-Gūzģānī 
remarks on the loss of Kitāb al-Insaf. Two additional versions of the 
anecdote are found in the fifth-sixth/twelfth-thirteenth century hybrid 
history one of whose titles is Zubdat at-tawārīh (the Zubda below), and 
Ibn al-Atir’s al-Kamil fi t-ta'rīh, completed around 627/1230. These 
last two versions are very problematic. In both we find dates different 
from the one related to the evidence from Avicenna and his stu- 
dents and implicitly used by Ibn Funduq and, in the case of the 
Kubda, we find a new element: the plunder of Avicenna's library. ‘This 
difference in dates has led scholars to believe that Avicenna's works 
were subject to two different seizures and thus has affected theories 
about the composition dates of his works, 1.e., those works men- 
tioned in his and his students’ texts. The reference to Avicenna’s 
library has no support in any of the other available literature.” 


21 We may also observe in al-Gūzģānī's Biography of his master a single-minded 
attempt not only to stress his master's Aristotelian allegiances (even when Avicenna 
began to depart from those allegiances; see Gutas, Avicenna, 108-9) but also to 
emphasize his own role in his master's life, to the singular exclusion of all other 
colleagues and students; sec “Avicennan Tradition,” 199ff. Recently, Y. Michot has 
argued that al-Gūzšānī's work is “hagiographie plutôt que biographie," in bn Síná, 
Lettre au vizir Abū Sad, Edito princeps d'après le manuscrit de Bursa, traduction de l'arabe, 
introduction, notes et lexique, Sagesses musulmanes, 4 (Beyrouth: Les Editions al-Bouraq: 
2000), 53* ff. 

?' The following reports are found, respectively, in Ibn Funduq al-Bayhagī's 
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Versions of the Plunder Anecdote 


Ibn Funduq 


“Then General Abū Sahl 
al-Hamdūnī, along with a 
group of Kurds, plundered 
the Sayh’s saddle-bags con- 
taining his books and only 
parts of Aztab al-Insaf were 
[later] found. In 545/1150— 
1, ‘Aziz ad-Din al-Fuggāī 
az-Zingani claimed, ‘I 
bought a copy of [Attāb al- 
Insàf] in Isfahan and trans- 
ported it to Marv.” God 
knows better. As for al- 
Hikma al-masriqiya in its 
entirety and al-Hikma al- 
‘arstya, al-Imam Ismail al- 
Bāķarzī said that both were 
in the libraries (buyüt kutub) 
of Sultan Mas'üd ibn 
Mahmūd in Gazna until 
Malik al-Gibal al-Husayn 
and the army of Gür and 
Guzz [Turks] set fire to it 
in 546/1151-2." 


(implicitly dated 421/1030) 


Kubdat at-tawarth 


“Then General Abū Sahl 
al-Hamdūnī went with Tas 
Farrāš to Isfahan with an 
army that filled the length 
and breadth of the earth 
and he drove out of it [1.e. 
Isfahan] ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla 
Abū Ga‘far, and raided his 
treasuries (haza’in) and his 
palace (dar). Aš-Sāyh al- 
Hakim Abū "Alī ibn Sma 
(God have mercy on him!) 
was the minister of King 
‘Ala? ad-Dawla [at the 
time], so the army of Tas 
Farrāš raided Abū 'Alrs 
library (bayt kutub) and trans- 
ferred most of his [own] 
writings (tasānīf) and his 
books (kutub) to the store- 
houses of books (hizanat 
kutub) in Gazna and they 
all remained there until 
Malik al-Gibal al-Hasan 
[sic] ibn al-Husayn set fire 
to [the storehouse].” 


(implicitly dated after 428/ 
1036) 


Ibn al-Atir 


*And when Abū Sahl took 
control of Isfahan, he seized 
the treasuries and money 
of ‘Ala ad-Dawla. Abū "Alī 
ibn Sina was in the service 
of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla, so his 
books were taken and trans- 
ferred to Gazna, and put 
in the storehouses of books 
(haza@’in kutub) until the 
armies of al-Husayn ibn al- 
Husayn al-Gūrī set fire to 
them, as we will record, 
God willing." 


s.a. 425/1034 


These three reports coincide in some particulars, viz. that Abū Sahl 
was the Gaznavid general who led the sack of Isfahan (for all of the 
three dates), and that Avicenna's books were later burned in the 
sack of Gazna in the mid-sixth/mid-eleventh century. But they differ 
in important respects. Ibn Funduq, who undoubtedly based his report 


Tatimmat Siwan al-hikma, ed. M. Saft‘ (Lahore, 1351/1932), 56.1—7; Zubdat at- 
tawārīh/ Ahbàr al-umara? wa-l-mulük al-saldugiya, facsimile of MS British Museum Stowe 
Or. 7, with Russian translation in Akhbar-ad-daulat as-Seldzhukiiia: zubdat at- Tavarikh fi 
akhbar al-umarā” va-l-Mulük as-Seldzhukuia, Soobshcheniia o Seldzhukskom gosudarstve, 
Slivki letopisei, soobshchaiushchikh o Seldzhukskikh emirakh 1 gosudariakh, izdanie 
teksta, perevod, vvedenie, primechanii i prilozheniia Z.M. Buniiatova (Moskva: 
Nauka, 1980), 4v.5-12; and Ibn al-Atīr, al-Kaümil fi t-Ta’rih, ed. Abū 1-Fida’ ‘Abd 
Allāh al-Oādī (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-"Ilmīya, 1407/1987), 211.25-212.1. 
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on the texts of Avicenna and his students, notes that Avicenna's sad- 
dle-bags were plundered, whereas the Zubda mentions the plunder of 
a library of Avicenna's books, a term that perhaps echoes, if incor- 
rectly, Ibn Funduq's own mention of libraries in connection with the 
conflagration of Gazna. Ibn al-Atīr's report is more sparse in the 
details of the sack of Isfahan, noting simply that Avicenna's books 
were taken, without elaboration. Ibn Funduq's report is implicitly 
dated 421/1030, because he discusses after this report the battle at 
the Karag gate in 425/1034 (57.2f£), which was the next major clash 
between the Gaznavids and Avicenna's patron "Alā? ad-Dawla.? The 
report in the Zubda is implicitly dated after 428/1036—7 because of 
the location of the anecdote in its sequential report of events, scil. 
the anecdote comes after mention of the date 4 Muharram 428/28 
October 1036 in this sequence. This is simply incorrect, but may 
not be overly significant. It 1s possible that the anecdote was appended 
to the original text of the Zubda, without due consideration to cor- 
rect dating.** Ibn al-Atir places his anecdote under the year 425/1034. 
Herein lies the major ambiguity scholars have faced in reconciling 
these reports with historical fact, but again, it may not be of great 
importance: Ibn al-Atir is known to have confused his dates in other 
instances.” At any rate, we may appropriately note that aside from 
his discourse on the survival of Avicenna's three works, Ibn Funduq 
has reproduced accurately the act of plunder from Avicenna's sad- 
dle-bags mentioned by Avicenna and his students, although the 
appearance of Abū Sahl 1s less accurate. The other two reports are 
very problematic, both with regard to their daüng and, in the case 
of Zubda, the mention of Avicenna's library. 


The Evidence from Contemporary Historical. Sources 


All of the three reports about the seizure and transportation of 
Avicenna’s books translated above issue from the mid-sixth/mid- 
twelfth century or after. On the basis of the evidence from Avicenna 


*5 See “Avicennan Tradition,” Chapter Four, ILB.a. 

** For additional details on the transformations of the Zubda, see below. 

* For instance, Bosworth (*Dailamis," 79) has noted Ibn al-Atir's error in dat- 
ing the battle waged by Tas Farrāš and Abū Sahl against ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla outside 
Rayy to 427/1036, which must be corrected to 429/1037-8. 
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and his students, there certainly occurred a theft of books from 
Avicenna's saddle-bags in 421/1030; less confidence can be placed 
in the reports of a plunder of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's treasuries, of any 
kind, whether it be in 425/1034 or 428/1036—7. If we are to accept 
as historically accurate a removal of Avicenna's works from Isfahan 
other than that which occurred in 421/1030, and since we have no 
other evidence from Avicenna and his students concerning such a 
second event, a brief excursus on the available contemporary sources 
is required. This is necessary in order not only to determine the 
origin of the Plunder Anecdote but also to verify or to contest the 
specific facts of the three versions of the Anecdote. 

There are many problems associated with an evaluation of the 
contemporary historiography of fifth/eleventh century Western Iran 
that hinder investigations such as this one. The fact that the area 
was subject to repeated military incursions during Avicenna's life and 
for a period of some two centuries after his death in 428/1037 means 
that many contemporary written records are irretrievably lost. Further- 
more, not only are original works no longer extant; they also often 
did not even survive through incorporation into later histories in 
areas that politically were somewhat more stable. Thus, for instance, 
histories written outside of Iran that record events that happened in 
Western Iran do not on the whole demonstrate substantial borrow- 
ing from local histories. 

An equally problematic issue has to do with the very nature of 
history writing in fifth/eleventh century Iran. There is an undeni- 
able shift in the historiography of the period that moves from annals- 
based records of fact to compositions that mix records of fact with 
entertaining stories. This new form of historiography is written in a 
very ornate literary style that does not hesitate to sacrifice dates and 
names to the greater glory of the well-turned phrase. With a few 
very significant exceptions, we can agree with Claude Cahen's judg- 
ment that between the end of the fifth/eleventh century and the 
inception of the Mongol period in the seventh/thirteenth century the 
writing of history in Iran was reduced to the collecting of morally 


26 


By historical sources I mean the literary historical sources, i.e., written histo- 
ries. Much progress has been made in the numismatic and archaeological record 
for this period, but this 1s of little use in evaluating literary topoi. 


102 DAVID C. REISMAN 


instructive anecdotes." It would be supercilious to suggest that this 
shift in style and intention coincided with the rise of Persian histo- 
riography if only for the fact that one of the best examples of this 
literature for the period is al-Utbr's Kitāb al-Yamini, written in Arabic.” 
However, the rise of Persian historiography did result in another 
problematic feature of the primary sources: there was a fundamen- 
tal split in the access to records of the past. Historians writing in 
Persian on the whole did not draw upon earlier Arabic chronicles; 
and later historians who knew only Arabic and who covered fifth/ 
eleventh century Western Iran were very limited in the amount and 
quality of material available to them.” These problems must be borne 
in mind in the search for the origin of the Plunder Anecdote and 
the determination of its authenticity. 

For the late Būyid period, Hilal as-Sābi”s (d. 449/1056) supplement 
to Miskawayh's Tağārıb al-Umam might have proved of enormous value 
for determining the authenticity of the Plunder Anecdote, but the 
extant portion breaks off before the turn of the fifth/eleventh century.” 


"7 Claude Cahen, “The Historiography of the Seljugid Period," in Historians of 
the Middle East, ed. B. Lewis and P.M. Holt (London: Oxford University Press, 
1962), 75. 

s la fact, it has been argued that the development of ornate Persian prose is 
the result of attempts to mimic Arabic epistolary styles; see Bosworth, “The Poetical 
Citations in Baihaqi’s Ta^rikh-i Masūdī,” ZDMG, Suppl TV [.XX. Deutscher Orientalistentag 
Erlangen, 3—8 October 1977] (1980), reprinted in his The Arabs, Byzantium and Iran, 
Studies in Early Islamic History and Culture, Collected Studies Series, C529 (Aldershot: 
Variorum, 1996), VII, 43f and the references cited there. 

? Cahen, op. cit, makes note of this “cleavage of language." A good example 
is the case of Gardizi’s ayn al-ahbar: it contains a good deal of very solid factual 
information (though extremely telescoped), but does not appear to have been drawn 
upon by authors until the eleventh/seventeenth century and then only by authors 
writing in Persian; see M. Nazim, English intro. to his edition of ayn al-ahbar, E.G. 
Browne Memorial Series, 1 (Berlin: Iranschahr, 1928), 2. 

% The extant portion of Hilal as-Sabi"s Day! Tagarib al-Umam, covering the years 
989—992, was originally edited and translated by H.F. Amedroz in The Historical 
Remains of Hilal al-Sabi (Leiden, 1904) and later reproduced in volumes 3 (Arabic 
text) and 4 (English translation) of Miskawayh’s Taģārib al-umam, The Eclipse of the 
‘Abbasid Caliphate: Original Chronicles of the Fourth Islamic Century, ed./tr. H.F. Amedroz 
and D.S. Margoliouth (London: Basil Blackwell, 1916—1921). The Day! as a whole 
most likely covered events up to Tugril Beg’s entry into Baghdad in 447/1055; see 
Cahen, ibid., 60. While Sibt ibn al-Gawzī (d. 654/1257) used it extensively in his 
Mirat az-zamān fi ta@rih al-ayan (although he apparently did not have access to the 
years 433—447/1041—1055; see Cahen, ibid.), what he did use gives no real infor- 
mation on Ibn Sina, though he does appear to have drawn on Hilal's history for 
his brief report of Mas'ūd's seizure of Isfahan in 421/1030; see Ganān Galil M. 
al-Hamūndī's edition of the years 345—447 (Baghdad: Wizarat at-laqafa, 1990), 
345. Hilal's son Gars an-Nitma Muhammad (d. 480/1088) continued his father's 
work up to 479/1086 in his Uyūn at-tawari which in turn was also drawn on by 


STEALING AVICENNA’S BOOKS 103 


Our primary sources for the Gaznavids? in the first half of the 
fifth/eleventh century include al-‘Utbi’s Kitab al-Yamini? and al- 
Gardizi's Zayn al-afbar.? Al--Utbī's work we can dispense with imme- 
diately: it stops at the year 411/1020 and thus is of no use for any 
of the years in question. But al-Gardizi’s work, extending to about 
440/1048, also makes no mention of any plunder of books. Gardīzī 
does relate the attack on Rayy by Mahmüd in Gumadá al-Ūlā 
420/May-April 1029, and notes that at the death of Mahmüd on 
3 Rabi* al-Abir 421/10 April 1030, his son Mas'üd had taken Isfahan 
(Sipāhān).** Further, he notes that Abū Sahl was in Gazna at the 
time.” This contradicts Ibn Funduq's report that it was Abū Sahl 
who led the attack on Isfahan in 421/1030. 


Sibt ibn al-Gawzi. For the career and works of Gars an-Ni'ma, see now C.E. 
Bosworth, “Ghars Al-Ni‘ma Hilal Al-Sabr"s [sic] Aitab al-Hafawat al-Nadira and Būyid 
History” in Arabicus Felix, Luminosus Britannicus, Essays in Honour of A.F.L. Beeston on 
His Eightieth Birthday, ed. A. Jones (Reading, 1991), 129-41, reprinted in his The 
Arabs, Byzantium and Iran, VIII, with correction to the title. 

3! C.E. Bosworth has treated three of the following mentioned historians, viz. al- 
"Utbī, Gardīzī, and Bayhagī, in his “Early Sources for the History of the First Four 
Ghaznavid Sultans (977-1041)," JQ 7.1 (1963), 3-22; and by J.S. Meisami, Persian 
Historiography to the End of the 12th Century (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 
1999), 47ff., in greater depth and with historical context. 

?' There are four early printings of al-‘Utbi’s Kitāb al-Yamini: 1) ed. Mowlawy 
Mamlukal Alyy and A. Sprenger (Delhi: Lithographed at College Press, 1847); 2) 
with the commentary of Ahmad ibn "Alī al-Manīnī (d. 1172/1759) entitled Hada 
Šarh al-Yamīnī al-musammd bi-l-Fath al-Wahbi, 2 vols. (Būlāg: al-Matba'a al-Wahabiya, 
1286/1869); 3) in the margin of Ibn al- Aur s al-Kaümil fi t-tarīh, vols. 10—12 (Būlāg: 
al-Matba‘a al-Kubrá al-Amira, 1290/1873); and 4) Lahore, 1300/1883. Everett 
Rowson, who is preparing a critical edition of the work, informs me in private cor- 
respondence (30 Sept. 2001) that (3) is dependent on (2), and (4) is dependent on 
(1), with additional typographical errors. There is also an English translation based 
on the Persian translation (done about 603/1201) of Abū š-Šaraf Nasir al-Gurbādgānī 
by J. Reynolds entitled The Kitáb-i Yamini, Historical Memoirs of the Amir Sabaktagin and 
the Sultan Mahmúd of Ghazan, Oriental Translation Fund of Great Britain and Ireland 
(London: W.H. Allen, 1858), and which M. Nazim, 7/e Life and Times of Sultān 
Mahmūd of Ghazna (New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal, 1971) 4, n. 1, deemed 
“hopelessly incorrect.” For a general discussion of al-"Utbī and his work, see Meisami, 
Persian. Historiography, 531t. 

* Abū Sa‘id ‘Abd al-Hayy ibn ad-Dahhak ibn Mahmūd Gardīzī's ayn al-ahbar, 
written around 440/1048 (cf. P. Hardy, History and Theory 20.3 [1981], 340, who 
gives the date “between 1050 and 1053”), deals with Iran “from earliest times to 
the middle of the fifth/eleventh century," although the extant portion breaks off 
during the account of the Gaznavid Mawdūd ibn Mas'üd (432—41/1041—9); see 
Nāzim, op. cit., 5. M. Nazim's edition has been noted above. The portion cover- 
ing the beginning to the Saffārids was edited by Sa'id Nafīsī (Tehran, 13338/1954). 
See also Bosworth, “Early Sources,” 8-10; Meisami, Persian. Historiography, G61t. 

9 Ed. Nazim, op. cit., 91. 

5 [bid., 93. 
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, The single most important historical work written under the 
Gaznavid reign and relevant for our purposes is the Tārī?-7 Mastūdī, 
a work written in Persian but with strong Arabic influence by the 
bureaucrat Abū l-Fadl Muhammad Bayhagī who died perhaps around 
470/1077. The Tārīh-ī Masūdī is actually the only extant portion 
of a massive reservoir of historical documentation gathered by the 
author during his service in the correspondence section of the Gaznavid 
court bureau and entitled simply a/-Muģalladāt, or The Volumes.’ 
Bayhaqrs position in the Gaznavid administration afforded him a 
unique position for recounting the daily events and correspondence 
of his masters. We are told that through the course of his career he 
copied many official documents, diplomatic dispatches, treaties, and 
private conversations of the Gaznavid court which, in the leisure of 
his retirement, he undertook to organize in a systematic manner.” 
His Volumes were divided according to the reign of Gaznavid rulers, 
and so the volume now entitled 7ari-i Mas'üdi covers Mas'üd's reign, 
421—132/1031—1041. 

The fact that Bayhaqi’s History contains no report of a plunder of 
Avicenna's saddle-bags in 421/1030 or indeed of his (hypothetical) 
library in Isfahan in 425/1034 or 428/1036—7 is significant, but 


?' For general discussions of Bayhaqi and his History, see, M. Nazim, Life and 
Times, 6-7; M. Minovi, “The Persian Historian Bayhaqi,” in Historians of the Middle 
East, op. cit., 138-40; C.E. Bosworth, The Ghaznavids: Their Empire in Afghanistan and 
Eastern Iran 994—1040 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1963), 10; id., “Early 
Sources,” 10—14; M.R. Waldman, Toward a Theory of Historical Narrative: A Case Study 
in Perso-Islamicate Historiography (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1980), with 
additional references, 22, n. 9 [Waldman’s work is a partially successful discussion 
of Bayhagī's history in light of speech-act theory; see P. Hardy’s review in History 
and Theory 20.3 (1981), 334—344]; S. Nafisi, "Bayhaķī,” EI2, 1:1130-1; G.-H. Yūsofī, 
“Bayhaqi, Abū l-FazL" Elr, 3:889—894 (with an extensive bibliography); S. Humphreys, 
Islamic History: A Framework for Enquiry (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), 
128ff.; J.S. Meisami, “The Past in Service of the Present: Two Views of History in 
Medieval Persia,” Poetics Today 14.2 (1993), 247-75 [compares Bayhaqi and Firdawsi]; 
id., Persian Historiography, 79ft. 

* The extant portion covers the years 421/1030 to 432/1041, although lengthy 
quotations in later histories [not all of which can unequivocally be said to be depen- 
dent on Bayhaqi] were collected by Sa‘id Nafīsī in his study Dar Piramiin-i Tārīh-i 
Bayhagī, op. cit. The edition of the Tati used here is that of O, Gani and ‘A.A. 
Fayyād (Mašhad: Intisarat-i Dānišgāh-yi Mašhad 13248/1945; repr. 13918/1971) 
[hereafter *P"]. There is also an Arabic translation based on the Ganī/Fayyād edi- 
tion by Yahya al-Hassab and Sadiq Naš'at, Tarih al-Bayhaqi (Beirut: Dar an-Nahda 
al-"Arabīya, 1982) [hereafter “A”]. For other editions and translations, see Waldman, 
Toward a Theory, 50, n. 49; Yūsofī, “Bayhaqi,” 890. 

* Bosworth, *Early Sources,” 11. 
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requires some qualification, since so little of the original work 1s now 
extant. First, Bayhagī repeats regularly that he has made plans to 
set aside a special chapter for all that happened while Abū Sahl was 
in charge of Rayy and the Gibal;? we might reasonably assume that 
he would have addressed the various attacks on Isfahan in this chap- 
ter, but it does not appear to be extant. Second, scholars have noted 
that Bayhaqrs History exhibits a lacuna covering several months in 
the years 424—5/1034—1035." In this missing text Bayhaqi might 
have mentioned a sack of Isfahan that led to the plunder of "Alā? 
ad-Dawla's treasuries and, with them, Avicenna's books (as we find 
in Ibn al-Atīr), but there is no way of knowing this with certainty.” 
Finally, we might note that he makes no reference to such an event 
under his account of the year 428/1036—7, the implicit date of the 
Kubda report. 

However, Bayhagī's History is not enürely inconsequential for our 
purposes. While the focus of his narrative is on daily court events 
in Gazna, it also contains information on the planning and reper- 
cussions of activities further afield, including those in Rayy and 
Isfahan. Thus, we learn that immediately after the death of Mahmūd 
in 421/1030, Mas'üd left Tas Farrāš in charge of Isfahan, since he 
had to return to Gazna to contest succession to the throne [P12/A12]. 
More importantly, Bayhaqi tells us that on his way back to Gazna 
Mas'üd received letters by express courier from Gazna, including 
one from Abū Sahl [P17/A17]. This confirms Gardizi’s report that 
Abü Sahl was in Gazna at the time; consequently, Ibn Funduq's 
information in this regard 1s not to be trusted. It was only in 424/1033 
that Abü Sahl began to play a direct role in events in the Gibal 


3 See, for example, P521/A564; and P535/A582. 

* Bosworth, “Early Sources," 11, with additional references in n. 1; Yūsofī, 
“Bayhaqi,” 890a, who gives examples. N. Ahmad, “A critical examination of Baihaqi’s 
narration of the Indian expeditions during the reign of Mas'üd of Ghazna,” in 
Yüdnümah-yi Abū l-Fadl Bayhagī, ed. G. Matini (Mašhad: DaniSgah-yi Mašhad, 13508/ 
1971), 48f£, summarized the earlier findings of Hodivala on this issue. Waldman, 
Toward a Theory, 45, questions whether the inference of missing parts is a justified 
one, but offers no counter-arguments. 

“ Arguing against a possible reference by Bayhagī to such an event either in 
the lost part of his Tārīh-ī Mastūdī or in the “special section” that he mentions in 
the extant part is the fact that Ibn Fundug, who knew and used Bayhagī's history 
(Tatimma, 13.4), does not cite him for any information of events related to Avicenna. 
Ibn Fundug's citation of Bayhagī in the Tatimma is to be contrasted with his com- 
plaint, in his Tārī?-i Bayhaq, about the difficulty of finding copies of Bayhaqi’s work; 
see Ahmad, “A critical examination,” 39. 
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since it was in this year that he was appointed “mid of Rayy to 
replace Tahir al-Katib, the kathudā there (P387ff./A410ff).” 

With regard to a possible plunder of Isfahan in 425/1034, we 
have only a report from Bayhaqi that in Safar 426/December 
1034-January 1035, Mas'üd, while in Nishapur on his way to Marv, 
prognosticated? that as a result of hearing the news of his arrival in 
Nishapur “the aim of Abū Sahl and Tas will have become strong 
and they will have made those [in Rayy] their servants and Ibn 
Kākū [1.e., ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla, Avicenna's patron] will become obedi- 
ent to us; Taš will go to Hamadan where there are no enemies, and 
send to the court [at Gazna] the money, gold and fineries he will 
have gathered" [P444/A473]. Setting aside the report from Ibn al- 
Atir, dated 425/1034 (see above), Bayhaqi’s report of Mas‘td’s prog- 
nostications is the only other piece of evidence we have for a plunder 
of Isfahan around that year. While al-Gūzģānī does tell us that there 
was a battle at the Karag gate of Isfahan in that year and that ‘Ala’ 
ad-Dawla and Avicenna were forced to flee to Idag (see above), he 
provides no comment about a plunder of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's treasuries 
or Avicenna's books (or indeed his library"). Surely, as calamitous 
an occurrence as the loss of Avicenna's books in 425/1034 would 
have received the type of attention Avicenna, al-Gūzģānī, and Ibn 
Zayla gave the earlier rifling of Avicenna's saddle-bags in 421/1030. 

In this regard, a series of reports from Bayhaqi on subsequent 
events are difficult to reconcile with a putative plunder of Isfahan 
in 425/1034. Bayhaqi informs us that on 8 Du l-Oa'da 427/2 
September 1036, a letter arrived from Abū Sahl in Rayy describing 
the fight of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla; Mas'üd then wrote to thank Abu Sahl 
[P501/A540; Bosworth, “Dailamis,” 78]. Next, shortly after Safar 
428/November-December 1036, Mas'üd received a letter from Abū 
Sahl informing him that ‘Ala ad-Dawla had sought reprieve and 
asked to be appointed amir of Isfahan; this reprieve Mas'üd granted, 
because of the intercession of the vizier of the "Abbāsid caliph, 


? For a general description of the responsibilities of the offices of ‘amid (civil gov- 
ernor) and kathudā (quartermaster), see M. Nāzim, Life and times, 141; and Bosworth, 
The Ghaznavids, 84—5, 122, and index. 

* That Mas'üd is predicting what will happen is evident from the use of the 
subjunctive present, the present, and the past in the respective clauses of the Persian, 
which in the modern Arabic translation are rendered by the future present, and 
past tenses. The English future perfect and future tenses are used in the transla- 
tion above to render these aspects. 
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Muhammad Ayyüb [P510—11/A552; Bosworth, ibid.]. Finally, on 21 
Gumadá al-Ūlā 428/12 March 1037, Abū Sahl sent notice that ‘Ala 
ad-Dawla had deceived him and was gathering an army; in this let- 
ter Abū Sahl explicitly states that all of the Turkmen of the area 
were joining ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla because of the great amount of money and 
stores that he had [P521/A564] (my emphasis). If ‘Ala? ad-Dawla's 
treasuries in Isfahan had been seized in 425/1034 as Ibn al-Atir 
states, where did this “great amount of money and stores” come 
from? As circumstantial as this evidence is, it does argue against a 
plunder of Isfahan as described by Ibn al-Atir in the year 425/1034. 
Finally, if there had been such a wholesale seizure of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla’s 
treasuries, we might suppose that such booty would have made its 
way to Gazna; indeed, the Zubda, and Ibn al-Atir make it clear that, 
at the very least, Avicenna's books were sent to Gazna. Surely we 
might expect that Bayhaqi would make note of such a transfer? 
Bayhagī says not a word about the arrival of anything in Gazna from 
Isfahan, let alone the treasuries of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla or even Avicenna's 
books. 

In the interest of completeness, we may note incidentally that 
Bayhaqi does provide a brief report on the losses incurred by the 
Gaznavids in the battle with "Alā? ad-Dawla outside of Rayy, which 
occurred probably in Gumadá al-Ūlā 429/February-March 10389? 
and during which ‘Tas Farrāš was killed and Abū Sahl had to take 
refuge in the citadel of Rayy (P535—6/A581—2; Bosworth, “Dailamis,” 
78-9). Thus, the implicit dating of the sack of Isfahan to sometime 
after 1036—7 that we find in the Zubda is proved wrong: the final 
battle between the two armies happened outside Rayy and not in 
Isfahan. 

While it is true that Bayhaqr's information on events in the Gibal 
is derived only from dispatches from the Gaznavid generals and 
bureaucrats assigned to the region, and while it might be conjec- 
tured that more precise and detailed information on those events 
could have been found in the "special chapter" Bayhagī tells us he 


^ Mas'üd's vizier tried to convince him of the necessity of going to Hurasan and 
ultimately Rayy in aid of Abū Sahl, but Mas'üd retorted that Abū Sahl had a 
strong army and was trustworthy and that as long as this was the case, no one 
should have any worries about “Ibn Kākū [‘Ala’ ad-Dawla], the Daylamis or the 
Kurds;” Bayhagī, P523/A567. 

* [n other words, it did not occur in 427/1036 as Ibn al-Atīr reported; see note 
22 above. 
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planned to write about those events or in the lost portion of his 
reports for the years 424—5, the information that we do have from 
the extant part of his History does not corroborate the reports from 
Ibn al-Aür or the Zubda about a plunder of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's trea- 
suries, and Avicenna’s books, in either 425/1034 or 428/1036-7. 
We might reasonably assume that such reports do not have their 
origin in anything Bayhagī wrote.'^ 

Other works of the Gaznavid period may also be dismissed as 
sources for the Plunder Anecdote. The Attāb Der ahbār Isbahan by 
Abū Nu'aym al-Isbahānī, who died in 429/1038, should have pro- 
vided us with a wealth of information about any attacks on the city, 
but Abū Nu‘aym’s insular world did not extend beyond document- 
ing the isnāds of the traditionists of Isfahan." Next, Abū Mansür at- 
Ta'ālibī, who died in the same year as Abū Nu‘aym, compiled a 
collection of biographies of the poets of his age, with some incidental 
historical information entitled Yatimat ad-dahr. Again, we find not a 
word on any sack of Isfahan.” We might also note Mufaddal ibn 
Sa'd al-Mafarrubr's Aitab Mahāsin Isfahan, composed between 465—485/ 
1072-1092. While not strictly speaking a historical work, the rela- 


1 Indeed, the tenor of Bayhaqi’s work would allow us to suggest that such a 
fantastic anecdote about the plunder of Avicenna's library would sit awkwardly in 
his otherwise astute and reasoned presentation of history. Meisami, “The Past,” 
265, emphasizes Bayhaqrs expressed intention of reporting verifiable historical 
reports; see also Bayhagīs comment about Mas'üd and the importance of impar- 
tiality in historiography, translated in Bosworth, “Early Sources," 13; Yūsofī, “Bayhaqi,” 
892a, final paragraph, reiterates Bayhaqi’s “commitment to the truth,” with addi- 
tional references; and Meisami, Persian Historiography, 81, who also notes the “ethical 
dimension" of Bayhaqi’s work and compares this aspect to Miskawayh's historio- 
graphical intentions. 

" Edited by Sven Dedering as Geschichte Isbahans [von] Abū Nu‘aim, 2 vols. (Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1931-4). 

5 Yatimat ad-dahr, ed. ‘Alt Muhammad ‘Abd al-Latif, 4 vols. in 2 (Cairo: Matba‘at 
as-Sāwī, 1934). At-Ta‘alibi also wrote a continuation of his own work: Tatimmat al- 
Yatima, ed. ‘Abbas Iqbal, 2 vols. (Tehran: Matba‘at Fardīn, 1353Š/1934), which 
includes a section on Abū Sahl, 2:60-2. 

* [t should be noted here that Gohlman’s reference to the Yatima in his Life of 
Ibn Sīnā (136, n. 106) is simply to the name of Abū Sahl al-Hamdūnī and not to 
any report of a sack of Isfahan in 425/1034 as might be expected from his syntax. 

5 “Kitab Mahasin Isfahan, ed. Galal ad-Din al-Husaynī (Tehran: Matba‘at Malis, 
13128/1933); Husaynī notes the composition date in his introduction, ģ. See also 
the study by J. Paul, “The Histories of Isfahan: Mafarrukhi’s Aztab mahasin Isfahan,” 
Traman Studies 33.1—2 (2001), 117—132, who notes that the stories in the work can- 
not “be taken as factual in the sense that we could use them directly as historical 
reports,” (126). 
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tive proximity of its composition date to Avicenna’s time period 
might lead us to believe that it would contain some reference to any 
incursions into Isfahan. Again we find nothing of use for the recon- 
struction of the history of the period.?! Other minor Gaznavid sources 
are of little use for our enquiry. For instance, we may dispense with 
the Dīvāns of the poets Farruķī (d. 429/1037—8), *Unsuri (d. 431/ 
1039-40), and Manūgcihrī (d. 432/1040—1) who often followed their 
masters on campaign and from whose panegyrics we can glean some 
minor historical facts; but not in this case.°? 

The preceding investigation into extant historical sources com- 
posed during Avicenna's lifetime or shortly thereafter leads to two 
conclusions. First, it 1s very unlikely that the Plunder Anecdote, and 
particularly its narrative placement in either 425/1034 or 428/1036—7, 
is a product of fifth/eleventh century historiography. Second, none 
of the extant sources from the period corroborate specific facts of 
any of the versions: Abū Sahl was not in Isfahan in 421/1030 (Ibn 
Fundugj; the altercation between ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla and the Gaznavid 
forces in 428/1036—7 occurred outside Rayy, not in Isfahan (the 
XKubda); there is no conclusive evidence for a seizure of ‘Ala’ ad- 
Dawla's treasuries in 425/1034 (Ibn al-Atir), but there 1s some cir- 
cumstantial evidence against it; and finally, there are no reports of 
a transfer of any goods, including Avicenna's books, to Gazna from 
Isfahan (Ibn Funduq, the <ubda, and Ibn al-Atīr). 


>! Al-Mafarrübi does record, 46—7, an anecdote which indirectly involves ‘Ala’ 
ad-Dawla: Mas'ūd, upon arriving in Isfahan (no date given) summons the madman 
Abū |-Fawaris (who has a “salty manner of speaking," malih al-alfaz) and asks him 
whom he prefers, himself or ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla, to which Abū l-Fawaàris responds: “You 
will depart, but he will not return.” 

* On the careers and panegyrics of the first two of these poets, see J.S. Meisami, 
“Ghaznavid Panegyrics: Some Political Implications," Iran, JBIPS 28 (1990), 31-44, 
and Bosworth, “Farrukhi’s Elegy on Mahmüd of Ghazna,” Iran, JBIPS 29 (1991), 
43-9, reprinted in his The Arabs, Byzantium and Iran, op. cit., XXII. The qasida report- 
edly dedicated to Mas'üd by Farruhi in Isfahan in 421/1030 and in which he 
exhorted his master to return to Gazna and take the throne does not make refer- 
ence to the recent seizure of Isfahan; Farrubt, Divan-i Hakim Farruht Sīstānī, ed. "Alī 
«Abd ar-Rasūlī (Tehran: Matba‘at-1 Maéglis, 1311/1933), 301-3; and Meisami, 
ibid., 38. Incidentally, we can also dismiss a final possible historical source: the 
anonymous Persian Mugmal at-Tawārīļ wa-l-qisas, ed. Malik a&-Su'ara? Bihar (Tehran, 
13185/1939), a universal history written around 520/1126, perhaps by an author 
working at the court of the Kākūyids of Yazd (Cahen, “Historiography,” 65) which 
contains a chapter on the Buyids (388ff), and which makes reference to al-“Utbi 
and Bayhaqi for additional information on the Gaznavids (405) but contains no 
information on any sack of Isfahan. 
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In fact, it seems that the earliest appearance of the anecdote is to 
be placed in the mid-sixth/twelfth century. This fact has a certain 
significance since it is in this century that we begin to see a prolif- 
eration of anecdotes about Avicenna in the adab works of the period, 
including those found in Nizami ‘Aridi’s charming but utterly fal- 
lacious Çahar Magāla”* It is also in the mid-sixth/twelfth century that 
Ibn Funduq (d. 565/1169—70) composed two works that are crucial 
for our investigation. The first, his Yatimmat Sivan al-hikma, com- 
pleted shortly after 553/1158-9?* is a supplement to Siwān al-hikma, 
an earlier collection of biographies of the philosophers, and may be 
described as containing some historical fact with a large dose of 
fiction.? Certainly, Ibn Funduq's intention in writing this work appears 


5 Nizami himself makes no historiographical claims for his work; see Chahár 
Madqála (“The Four Discourses”) of Ahmad Ibn ‘Umar Ibn "Alī an-Nizámé al-‘Aridi as- 
Samargandi, with introduction, notes, and indices by M.M. Oazvīnī, E;J. W. Gibb Memorial 
Series, XI, 2 (Leiden: E,J. Brill), 1910; tr. E.G. Browne as Chahár Maqála (“The Four 
Discourses”) of Nidhami Arūdi l-Samargandi, E. J. W. Gibb Memorial Series, XI, 2 (London: 
Luzac, 1921). Nizāmī, who wrote his Fūrstenspiegel (this is his own description of 
the work; see, for instance, tr., 22) sometime before 556/1161 (see Browne, intro. 
to his translation, 5), appears to be responsible for a number of literary anecdotes 
that have become a mainstay of modern scholarship on the period in question, 
including Mahmuüd's hunt for Avicenna and the Firdawsi-Mahmid legend, both 
incorporated, if not entirely credulously, in Bosworth's narrative in *The develop- 
ment of Persian culture," op. cit, 38, 39—40. See also the scathing criticism of 
Nizāmī by S.H. Burney, “A Critical Survey,” op. cit. 

* For this date, see the references in “Avicennan Tradition,” Chapter Two, 
Section IILA.a. 

5 The Siwān al-hikma, which Ibn Funduq's Tatimma was designed to continue (or 
“complete”) and which is traditionally attributed to Abū Sulayman al-Mantigī as- 
Siģistānī, was edited by "A.R. Badawi as Swodn al-Hikma wa-talāt rasā tl (Tehran: 
Intišārāt-i Nubyād-i Farhang-i Iran, 1974). Another attribution, to Abū 1-Oāsim al- 
Kirmānī, Avicenna's debating opponent in Hamadan in 405/1014—15 and some- 
time interlocutor of the Mubdhatat (see “Avicennan Tradition,” Chapter Three, 
Section One), was argued by W. al-Oadi in “Aitab Siwān al-Hikma: Structure, 
Composition, Authorship and Sources,” Der Islam 58 (1981), 87-124, but questioned 
by J. Kraemer in Philosophy in the Renaissance of Islam: Abū Sulayman al-Syistānī and his 
circle, Studies in Islamic Culture and History, VIII (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1986), 119ff 
For a thorough study of the manuscripts and recensions of the work, see D. Gutas, 
“The Siwan al-Hikma Cycle of Texts," JAOS 102.4 (1982), 645-50. Ibn Funduq al- 
Bayhagī's Tatimma was edited by M. Safi‘ as Tatimma [sic] Siwān al-Hikma (Lahore, 
1351/1932) [and derivatively and poorly by Muhammad Kurd "Alī as Tarif, Hukamā” 
al-Islam (Damascus: al-Magma‘ al-Ilmī al-‘Arabi, 1365/1946)] and summarized in 
English by M. Meyerhof in “Al al-Bayhagī's Tatimmat Sūvān Al-Hikma," Osiris 8 
(1948), 122-217. For biographical information on Ibn Funduq al-Bayhagī, see 
M. Shafi, “The Author of the Oldest Biographical Notice of ‘Umar Khayyam and 
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to be directed at recording the pithy statements of famous philoso- 
phers (the sources for which have yet to be identified) rather than 
biographical writing properly speaking. It 1s in this work, as part of 
his paraphrase of the Avicenna Autobiography/ Biography Complex, 
that we find the earliest version of the Plunder Anecdote.** His sec- 
ond work is Masarib at-tagarib, a history of the Gaznavids and Seljuks 
that was said to have been in four volumes.” It is no longer extant, 
but the fact that it was one of the few historical works wrtten in 
Arabic for the period in question ensured that it would serve as the 
fundamental reference for later Arab authors, most especially for Ibn 
al-Atīr in his al-Kamil fi t-ta’rih, completed around 627/1230. Ibn 
Funduq's comments in his own Autobiography and the Tatimma lead 
us to believe that he composed both works at the same time, and 
so we might expect that much of the purportedly *historical” infor- 
mation of the Tatimma was also to be found in the Mašārib”” The 
first dateable appearance of the Plunder Anecdote 1s, thus, found in 
Ibn Funduq's Yatimma, albeit in early form and derivative in part of 
the reports from Avicenna and his students; it probably also figured 
in his Masarib. It is likely through one of these works that Ibn al- 
Atīr learned of it. 

It is thus possible to dismiss Ibn al-Atir as an author dependent, 
at least in this instance, on Ibn Funduq. But the problem of Ibn al- 
Atir's dating nonetheless remains; while Ibn Funduq implicitly dates 


the Notice in Question,” Islamic Culture 6 (1932), 586—623, and O,S.K. Husaini, 
“Life and Works of Zahiru'd-Din al-Bayhaqi, the Author of the Tarkh-i Bayhaq," 
Islamic Culture 28 (1954), 297-318; much of this biographical information is per- 
functorily repeated by P. Pourshariati, “Local Historiography in Early Medieval 
Iran and the Tarih-i Bayhaq,” Iranian Studies 33.1—2 (2001), 140ff. Pourshariati's analy- 
sis of Ibn Funduq's historiographical motivations, and indeed her description of his 
Tārīh-i Bayhagī, are indebted to Meisami, Persian Historiography, 209ff. 

°° The term “Autobiography/Biography Complex” was first used by W. Gohlman 
in his edition and translation The Life of Ibn Sinà and has been used fairly consis- 
tently in the secondary literature since. For the relation of Ibn Funduq's paraphrase 
of the Complex to other versions and his bibliographical information, see “Avicennan 
Tradition,” Chapter Two, Section III. 

? [bn Funduq himself says that his Mašārib was a continuation of al-‘Utbi’s Kitāb 
al-Vamīnī, see Cl. Cahen “Historiography of the Seljuqid Period," 64f£, who notes 
that Ibn Funduq cannot mean that he began his work where al-*Utbi left off, since 
we have a quotation of the Masürib from an earlier period, concerning the Büyid 
vizier Ibn *Abbad (d. 385/995). 

58 See Cahen, ibid., 65-6, who notes Ibn al-Atir’s explicit reference to the Masanb 
as well as some of the inconsistencies in his use of the work; see also Bosworth, 
Later Ghaznavids, 111ff. 

? Cahen, 65. 
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the rifling of Ibn Sīnā's saddle-bags and the removal of his works 
to Gazna to 421/1030, Ibn al-Atīr places a very similar report under 
the year 425/1034. There are a number of possible explanations for 
this discrepancy. A report similar to the one in Ibn Fundug's Zatimma 
may have been found in his Masürib, but bearing the date 425/1034, 
and Ibn al-Atir used that date. Or, Ibn al-Atir could have drawn 
not on the Masanb but on the Tatimma, with its implicit dating of 
the event to 421/1030 but, knowing full well that Abu Sahl was not 
in Isfahan in 421/1030, he could have quietly undertaken the hyper- 
correction of changing the date to 425/1034. Finally, we have noted 
above that Ibn al-Atir is not immune from making simple errors in 
his dating; this may be another instance of such slips.*' 

There are additional significant discrepancies between the reports 
of Ibn Fundug and Ibn al-Atir but in order to address this, we must 
first turn to the evidence offered by the Zubda. This hybrid history 
of the Seljuks bears the dual title Zubdat at-tawarih and Akbar al- 
umarā” wa-l-mulūk as-Salgugiya. The nucleus of the work is based on 
Kubdat at-tawārīh attributed to one Sadr ad-Din "Alī ibn Nasir al- 
Husayni (fl. 575—622/1180—1225), who in turn based his work, at 
least for the years 485—547, on the earlier Nusrat al-fatra by ‘Imad 
ad-Din al-Isfahānī (sixth/twelfth century); Ibn Nasir’s <ubda was sub- 
stantially transformed through excisions and additions by an unknown 
author of the seventh/thirteenth century.” The first four folios of 
this work contain a skeletal account of the early Gaznavids and their 
relations with the Seljuk Turks. The sources for this account are 
difficult to identify and it is at any rate unclear which of the vari- 
ous hands at work in the Zubda is responsible for it. The author(s), 
after a brief reference to Mas‘td’s altercation with the Hwārazamšāhs 
which is dated 4 Muharram 428/28 October 1036,” records a ver- 
sion of the Plunder Anecdote which, while much more developed, 
resembles in many respects that of Ibn al-Atir. Both the Zubda and 


& I use the term hyper-correction because, as we have seen, we have no unequiv- 


ocal corroboration of the plunder of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's treasuries and Avicenna's 
books in 425/1034. 

9! See above, n. 25. 

® See Cl. Cahen, “Historiography,” 69—72 who also provides references to other 
scholarly assessments. Cahen used M. Igbāl's edition (Lahore, 1933) which I have 
not seen. See the reference to the published facsimile of MS Br. Mus. Stowe Or. 
7 above, n. 22. 

65 Safi‘ in his edition of Ibn Funduq's Tatimma, 56, n. 1, incorrectly transcribed 
this date from the Stowe manuscript as “427.” 
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Ibn al-Atir explain Avicenna's connection to ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla in order 
to introduce their anecdote; both make reference to ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla's 
treasuries in Isfahan; both use the similar terms fizdnat al-kutub (Zubda) 
and ģazān kutubļ7hā| (Ibn al-Atīr) to describe where Avicenna’s books 
were deposited in Gazna; and both make the assumption that 
Avicenna's books were indeed transferred to Gazna at the time of 
the plunder of Isfahan, something not at all explicit in Ibn Funduq's 
report. In fact, all of these elements are either implicit in or absent 
from Ibn Funduq's report. The fact that both the Zubda and Ibn al- 
Atīr leave out the details of book titles and identities of correspon- 
dents mentioned by Ibn Funduq should not be considered significant; 
these details would be far too specific for the broader perspectives 
of the Zubda and Ibn al-Atir. Points of contrast among all of the 
versions include the <ubda’s mention of Tas Farrāš in connection 
with Abū Sahl, which substitutes for Ibn Funduq's “a group of Kurds” 
and which is wholly neglected by Ibn al-Atīr. The fact that the Zubda 
implicitly dates the event to 428/1036—7 explains its addition of Tas 
Farra& it is only in the final major altercation between ‘Ala’ ad- 
Dawla and the Gaznavid forces that we find the two mentioned 
together in the sources (e.g., Bayhagī). Thus, the Zubda's first error 
of dating is consonant with the second error of including Tas Farrāš. 

Conclusions concerning the possible relationships of dependency 
among the versions of the Plunder Anecdote are difficult to reach. 
We can be relatively certain that Ibn al-Atīr based his report on 
information from Ibn Funduq, although whether he took that infor- 
mation from Ibn Funduq's Tatimma or his Masarib is less certain. 
Given the present state of our knowledge concerning the lines of 
transmission in historical works dealing with the period in question, 
it would be hazardous to posit with certainty how the versions of 
the Plunder Anecdote in the Zubda and Ibn al-Atir’s al-Kamil relate 
to one another. The composition history of the Zubda is still not 
completely resolved and since there does appear to have been a revi- 
sion of the nucleus of the Zubda sometime in the seventh/thirteenth 
century, 1.e., around the time that Ibn al-Atir composed his al-Aamil, 
it 1s impossible to know whether Ibn al-Atir also drew on the revised 
XKubda or whether the anonymous revisor of the Zubda drew on Ibn 
al-Atīr's al-Kümil. That the two reports are somehow related seems 
almost certain but more than that cannot yet be proved demon- 
strably. At any rate, it is almost a certain fact that both are ulti- 
mately derivative of Ibn Funduq. 
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It is apparent from the foregoing that Ibn Fundug is the source of 
the early version of the Plunder Anecdote and that he based his 
report on the texts of Avicenna and his students. The latter con- 
clusion is nowhere more evident than in the fact that the three works 
by Avicenna mentioned by Ibn Fundug are all found in Avicenna’s 
first letter (Avicenna | above); and it should be noted that it is these 
very three works which had the most problematic process of trans- 
mission and loss in the Avicennan corpus. The fact that Ibn Fundug 
only implicitly dated the rifling of Avicenna’s saddle-bags and the 
fact that he commented on the survival of these works, particularly 
the survival and then destruction of two of them in Gazna, led to the 
generation of the Plunder Anecdote in later histories, including the 
XKubda and Ibn al-Atir’s al-Kümil. It remains to be determined what 
Ibn Funduq’s motivation may have been for developing a survival 
story—ending in the burning of Avicenna’s books—to add to the 
information he culled from the texts of Avicenna and his students. 
Some clues in this regard can be sought in the other anecdotal mate- 
rial pertaining to Avicenna that is found in his Yatimma. 

In his brief biography of Avicenna’s first teacher an-Natili,® Ibn 
Fundug charges Avicenna with intellectual plagiarism. Ibn Funduq 
claims that an-Natilt was the first to conceive of the theory of a 
“sanctified soul” (nafs gudsī) and the corollary theory about intuition 
(hads), both of which are mainstays of Avicenna’s psychology, but 
that Avicenna never credited his teacher with the theory.® He records 


5 The survival of the [saat was apparently tenuous at the time that Avicenna 
wrote his letter to Bahmanyār, since he notes that [only] one copy may yet exist 
(see the translation in Avicenna 1 above) However, by the time of Ibn Funduq's 
writing, the transmission of the Jšārāt in numerous copies was assured; hence Ibn 
Funduq did not include it in his "survival" report. 

5 Tatimma, ed. Safi‘, 22.1-23.5. Avicenna names an-Nātilī as his teacher in geom- 
etry and logic in the Autobiography, tr. Gohlman, op. cit., 2023/2125, nothing 
that he quickly surpassed an-Nātilī in mastery of these disciplines; see also Gutas’s 
translation in Avicenna, 24—27, with additional references for the biography of an- 
Nātilī, such as it is known, 24, n. 9. Gutas, 193, also notes how uncommon it is 
in Arabic biographical literature for a scholar to emphasize how little he learned 
from a teacher; this very observation may have been behind Ibn Funduq's attempt 
to rehabilitate an-Nātilī. For further discussion of Ibn Funduq's report, see “Avicennan 
Tradition,” Chapter Two, IILA.a.2. 

°° On these theories, see Gutas, Avicenna, 159ff. 
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two statements ostensibly by an-Nātilī in order to bolster this claim: 
"You must study the substance of the noble soul," and “The sanctified 
soul is not persuaded by the dialectical or rhetorical syllogism." 
Implicit in Ibn Funduq's report is that an-Nātilī was the progenitor 
of these theories, but that Avicenna did not acknowledge this “fact.” 

Ibn Funduq's account of Avicenna's opinion of the physician Abü 
l-Fara£ ibn at-Tayyib mixes quotations from a letter by Avicenna's 
student Ibn Zayla with his own opinions. Ibn Funduq says that “Abū 
‘Ali [ibn Sina] denounced [Ibn at-Tayyib] and disparaged his works." 
He then quotes Avicenna as saying “[Ibn at-layyib's] works should 
be sent back to the seller and let him keep his money!" *? Ibn Funduq 
next draws on the same letter to rehabihtate Ibn at-Tayyib and 
Avicenna’s opinion of him by quoting Avicenna to the effect that 
Ibn at-layyib may once have been a master of medicine but that 
“his discussion [of the topic] is not clear; some of it is sound and 
some of it faulty.” What Ibn Funduq leaves out of this assessment 
is Avicenna's own supposition, recorded by Ibn Zayla, that Ibn at- 
Tayyib suffered “a derangement due to illness that regularly befalls 
thinkers,”® replacing it with his own assessment: “I myself have seen 
a book by Abū l-Farag...; I benefited from it and recognized that 
he was a learned man (hakim)."" Ibn Fundug thus concludes that 
Avicenna was “hurtful (mw din) and insulting (muhaggi)" to Ibn at- 
Tayyib, without having to raise the question of an illness that may 
have affected Ibn at-Tayyib's faculties. 

Ibn Funduq's account of Avicenna’s opinion of Ibn at-Tayyib 
serves to introduce his peculiar report of a meeting between Avicenna 
and Miskawayh which in turn serves to buttress his claim that 
Avicenna was disrespectful of his contemporaries. Immediately after 
his condemnation of Avicenna for his “hurtful and insulting” behav- 
ior toward Ibn at-Tayyib, Ibn Fundug recounts: 


9 Tatimma, 27.8. 

* This statement is reported secondhand by Ibn Zayla in a letter Gutas dubbed 
“Memoirs of a Disciple from Rayy,” in Avicenna, 64ff. (and his translation of this 
sentence, 68). I have argued that the “disciple” is Ibn Zayla in “Avicennan Tradition,” 
Chapter Three, Section HI.C.a, et pass., and that Ibn Funduq modified the quo- 
tation of Avicenna to refer to only one book by Ibn at-Tayyib instead of the orig- 
inal “books” by a number of the Bagdadi scholars; ibid., Chapter Two, Section 
IILA.a.l, note. 

° Tr. Gutas, Avicenna, 68. 

” Tatimma, 28.8-9. 
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I saw in a book that Abū "Alī [ibn Sina] visited Abū "Alī ibn 
Miskawayh ... who was surrounded by his students. Abū "Alī threw a 
nut at him and said: “Describe the surface of this nut in measures of 
grain"! Ibn Miskawayh held aloft some fascicles on ethics and threw 
them at Ibn Sina, saying: "You mend your morals first before I deter- 
mine the surface of the nut, since you are more in need of mending 
your morals than I am in need of the surface of a nut!” In much the 
same way did Abū "Alī [ibn Sina] take stabs at Abū l-Farag [ibn at- 
Tayyib] in his writings. Disparagement, rebuke and insult are not the 
normal practice of contemporaneous philosophers; rather it 1s the deter- 
mination of truth. Whoever determines the truth has no need to cen- 
sure the misguided (ahl al-batil)—may God safeguard us against vices 
and bestow upon us in full measure the grace of virtues!” 


The literary function of the "surface of a nut" topos is particularly 
obscure. But, while it 1s not clear to me what Ibn Funduq may have 
intended by it,” nor indeed whether or not he drew upon the works 
of Avicenna or Miskawayh to construct it," we certainly should not 


7! I believe this is the sense of the statement: bayyin misahata hādihī l-gawzati bi-s- 
Sa irat, Tatimma, 29.2. 

7? Tatimma, 28.11—29.7. Ibn Funduq's censure of such scholarly excesses is repeated 
regularly in his 7ari-i Bayhag; see additional examples in Meisami, Persian Historiography, 
221ff. 

7 Implicit in this statement is my opinion that, despite Ibn Funduq's vague ref- 
erence to a book in which he read this account, we can be fairly certain that it 1s 
he himself who is the author of the anecdote. See the next note for a possible 
identification of Ibn Funduq's source as Avicenna's al-Mubāhatāt. 

™ [t may be related in some way to Miskawayh’s comments on the deception 
of the senses in measuring aspects of the natural world in his Tahdib al-ahlaq, ed. 
C. Zurayk (Beirut: AUB, 1966), 7.14—8.16, but such comments are very common 
in philosophical works. The next defence of Ibn at-Tayyib in Ibn Funduq's narra- 
tive involves the correspondence between Avicenna and Bīrūnī and this may also 
have suggested the topos; consider Question Three of the correspondence, con- 
cerning dimensions, especially of the circle, and Question Six on the movements 
of shapes like the egg and the lentil, in al-As'?la wa-l-agwiba, ed. S.H. Nasr and 
M. Mohaghegh, Islamic Thought (Al-Fikr Al-Islāmī), Series of Texts, Studies and 
Translations, III (Kuala Lumpur: ISTAC, 1995). Finally, we find a mention of 
Miskawayh in Avicenna's al-Mubāhatāt, a collection of correspondence between 
Avicenna, his students, and Abū l-Oàsim al-Kirmānī. The reference to Miskawayh 
is found in a passage of a letter to Bahmanyar, in which Avicenna chastises the 
latter for what he perceived to be rude behavior: “This is all I can say about each 
question in one sitting when my aim is to be both brief and enigmatic, as a rec- 
ompense for impoliteness. Each question in itself could warrant an unequivocal 
answer filing many pages, but that would have been only if each question had 
been isolated, self-contained, and its response sought after an interval and in a polite 
manner, for it would be unseemly of me to behave like Miskawayh, al-Kirmānī, 
and these kinds of people," al-Mubāhatāt, par. 113; tr. “Avicennan Tradition,” 
Chapter Three, ILA.a; cf. tr. J. Michot, “La réponse d’Avicenne à Bahmanyár et 
al-Kirmāni, présentation, traduction critique et lexique arabe-frangais de la Mubáhatha 
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conclude from the anecdote as a whole that Avicenna and Miskawayh 
ever actually met.” Rather, what Ibn Fundug appears to be attempt- 
ing in this anecdote is the defence of Ibn at-Tayyib through the 
chastisement of Avicenna by his elder contemporary Miskawayh. In 
fact, such a defence of Ibn at-Tayyib by another contemporary, the 
scientist Abū r-Rayhan al-Bīrūnī, follows this in Ibn Funduq’s nar- 
rative and is even more explicit in its ramifications for Ibn at-Tayyib. 
He says: 


Abū r-Rayhan al-Bīrūnī had sent some questions to Abū "Alī [ibn 
Sma]. Abū "Alī responded to them and Bīrūnī objected to the responses 
of Abū "Alī, insulted him and his remarks (kalām), and gave him a 
taste of the bitterness of insults. Abū "Alī addressed [Bīrūnī] in a way 
not even commoners would, let alone philosophers. So when Abū l- 
Farag [ibn at-Tayyib] examined the questions and responses [of Bīrūnī 
and Avicenna], he said: “He who mistreats people will in turn be mis- 
treated by them. Abū r-Rayhan served as my proxy.” 


Ill,” Le Muséon 110.1—2 (1997), 189—190. This passage concludes Avicenna's dis- 
cussion of the different ways in which people of varying levels of intelligence come 
upon the syllogistic solutions to difficult questions. [I thank Dimitri Gutas for remind- 
ing me of this passage.] This context might also be behind al-Oift's report about 
a putative meeting between Avicenna and Miskawayh. Al-Oifti says: “Abū "Alī ibn 
Sia said in one of his books, after stating a problem ‘I presented this problem to 
Abū ‘Ali Miskawayh and he repeated it a few times and had difficulty understanding 
it. I finally left him and he still had not understood it.” Al-Oiftī then qualifies his 
information (or tips his hand) by saying: “This is [only] the sense (ma‘nd) of what 
Ibn Sina said, because I wrote [this] report from memory," Tarif. al-hukamā”, ed. 
J. Lippert (Leipzig: Th. Weicher, 1903), 332.7-10; German translation by H. PreiBler, 
“Vergleich zwischen Avicenna und Miskawayh," in Avicenna/ Ibn Sina 980—1036, II: 
Wissenschaftsgeschichte, ed. B. Brentjes (Halle/Saale: Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle- 
Wittenberg, 1980), 35. Oift's report is repeated by Bar Hebraeus, Tar Muhtasar 
ad-Duwal, ed. Antūn Salbani al-Yusu'i (al-Hāzimīya: Dar ar-Ra'id al-Lubnānī, 
1403/1983), 306.14—17. 

> The historical impossibilities that we face when attempting to verify such a 
meeting on the basis of such an anecdote are not as neatly overcome as M. Arkoun’s 
discussion might suggest; see L'humanisme arabe au IV*/X" siècle: Miskawayh, philosophie 
et historien, 2nd ed., Etudes Musulmanes, XII (Paris: J. Vrin, 1982), 85—6; cf. PreiBler, 
“Vergleich,” 41, n. 1. M. Waldman’s criticism (Toward a Theory, op. cit., 3) of the 
uses to which modern scholars put medieval Arabic historical sources, while some- 
what indiscriminate, is appropriate in this instance. Of biographers after Ibn Funduq 
(e.g., Yāgūt, al-Oiftt, Ibn Abr Usaybi’a), none take up this anecdote (but compare 
a similar one by al-Ģiftī in the previous note), with the exception of al-Mīrzā 
Muhammad Bāgir al-Hwānsārī (d. 1313/1895), Rawdat al-gannat fi ahwal al-"ulamā” 
wa-s-sādāt (Beirut: ad-Dār al-Islāmīya, 1991), 1:266—7. Al-Hwansari’s biographies 
are no more trustworthy than those of Ibn Fundug; see the notes in “Avicennan 
Tradition,” Chapter Three, Section I.B. 

7?» Tatimma, 29.7—30.1; the meaning of the last statement is that Bīrūnī treated 
Avicenna in the same manner that Avicenna treated Ibn at-Tayyib. 
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In this report, Ibn Funduq again employs a contemporary of Avicenna 
to serve as a witness against what he perceives as Avicenna's poor 
treatment of Ibn at-Tayyib. It also introduces an additional element 
for our analysis: simple untruth. A reading of the correspondence 
between Avicenna and Birüni makes it very clear that Avicenna in 
fact did not address Birüni in a derogatory way; indeed, a notable 
aspect of Avicenna's responses to Bīrūnī is his explicit deferment to 
the latter's expertise in the field of geometry." Furthermore, Ibn 
Funduq's report in this part of the Tatimma is contradicted some- 
what by the related report in his biography of Avicenna's student 
al-Ma'sümi, later in the Tatimma: 


When Abū "Alī responded to Abū r-Rayhān's questions, Abū r-Rayhān 
challenged those questions and used words that amounted to bad man- 
ners (si^ al-adab) and insolence (safaha). So Abū "Alī refused [to con- 
tinue] the debate. Then al-Ma'sümi responded to Abū r-Rayhān's 
challenges and said: “If you had chosen expressions other than these 
in addressing the Sayb [i.e., Avicenna], it would have been more suited 
to reason and learning.”'* 


It is clear from Ibn Funduq's manipulation of his sources in his 
biographies of an-Nātilī and Abu I-Faraģ ibn at-Tayyib that he was 
greatly shocked by what he perceived as Avicenna's arrogant atti- 
tude toward contemporary philosophers and scientists. Ibn Funduq's 
reaction to Avicenna, articulated through a revisionist, perhaps even 
patently false, presentation of those contemporaries’ own responses 
to Avicenna, equally mars his version of the Autobiography/ Biography 
complex. For example, Ibn Fundug inserts into al-Gūzģānīs Biography 
of Avicenna the following account, designed to explain why the 
Gaznavid Mastūd laid siege to Isfahan in 421/1030, which in turn 
led to the rifling of Avicenna’s saddle-bags and the theft of his works: 


A war occurred between the general Abū Sahl al-Hamdūnī, ruler of 
Rayy for Sultan Mahmūd, and ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla. Then Sultan Mas‘td 
ibn Mahmid advanced on Isfahan and took ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla’s sister. 
So Abū "Alī [ibn Sina] sent a dispatch to Sultan Mas'ūd and said, “If 


7 See al-As'ila, op. cit, 29.5—7. This is not to say that Avicenna was unaware 
of Birünr's insulting attitude in the course of the correspondence; consider, for 
instance, his comments in the response to Question 2, 14.3-4: “As for your state- 
ment [concerning intellectual fanaticism], such provocation (mugáyaza) and rudeness 
(muhāšama) is offensive.” 


8 Tatimma, 95.6-10. 
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you marry this woman who is a satisfactory match for you, ‘Ala’ ad- 
Dawla will cede rule to you.” So Sultan Mas'üd married her. Then 
‘Ala’? ad-Dawla prepared for war [against Mas'üd], so Sultan Mas'ūd 
dispatched a messenger to him and said, "I will give your sister over 
to the rogues’? of the army!” So ‘Ala’? ad-Dawla said to Abū "Alī 
“Respond!” Abū "Alī [wrote to Mas'ūd and] said: “Since the woman 
is the sister of ‘Ala’ ad-Dawla, she [should] be your wife, and if you 
divorce her, then she is your divorcee—and alimony is the responsi- 
bility of husbands, not of brothers." The Sultan scorned this but sent 
back ‘Ala’? ad-Dawla's sister safely and in honor. Then General Abū 
Sahl al-Hamdüni, along with a group of Kurds, plundered the Sayb's 
baggage, etc. 


Any attempt to verify the historicity of such an anecdote on the part 
of modern historians would be pointless, indeed it would be method- 
ologically naive.?' Ibn Funduq has inserted this report into the orig- 
inal text of al-Gūzģānī's Biography for one purpose only: to explain 
the reason for the attack on Isfahan by Abū Sahl (note the anachro- 
nism) as being the result of Avicenna's obnoxious attitude toward 
the Gaznavid Mas'üd. Avicenna's attitude toward Mas'üd brought 
on the rifling of his saddle-bags and the loss of his works. 

This type of literary causality, in which invented recompenses are 
incurred by Avicenna for his actual or perceived behavior, is a con- 
spicuous characteristic of Ibn Funduq's treatment and must be con- 
sidered in his account of the survival and subsequent destruction of 
Avicenna's books in the library of Gazna. In fact, a quick survey of 
Ibn Funduq's accounts of the survival of Avicenna's books is inter- 
esüng in this regard, particularly when we consider that all of those 
books that Ibn Funduq mentions are those that have had the most 
tenuous transmission records. Of Avicenna's al-Hàsil wa-l-mahsül, no 
longer extant, Ibn Fundug says that it “was in the library of Buzgan, 


9 “rogues,” translates runūd (sg. rind), which is Safi?s conjecture for his base man- 


uscript’s reading w.?.w.d.h, on the basis of the seventh/fourteenth century Persian 
translation of the Tatimma (Durrat al-ahbàr va Lum‘at al-anvār, ed. M. Safi‘, 2nd ed., 
Tehran: Sarikat-i Sihāmī, 1318Š/ 1939) which has rindan, 42.4. A. de B. Kazimirski, 
Dictionnaire arabe-frangais (repr. Beirut: Librairie du Liban, s.n), 1:933a, records the 
Arabic rind, runūd, with the translation *buveur, homme adonné à la débauche ou 
au vin.” Kurd "Alī, in his edition of Ibn Funduq's Tatimma, op. cit., 67.11, con- 
jectures wulüdihi (voc.?), but this seems unlikely. “Rogues,” runūd, appear again in 
Ibn Funduq's Tārī?-i Bayhaq; see P. Pourshariati, “Local Historiography,” 159. 

99 "Tatimma, 55.3—56.7. 

?' The topos of legal marital problems surfaces again in Ibn Funduq's unverified 
explanation of the cause of the historian Bayhaqi’s imprisonment; see the summary 
by Yūsofī, “Bayhaqi,” 889. 
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but was lost.”** Of his al-Bir :wa-l-itm, which Avicenna himself tells 
us existed only in his holograph, Ibn Fundug says “in 544/1149—50 
I saw [a copy of] it in the possession of the Imam Muhammad al- 
Hāritān as-Sarabsi?—God have mercy on him! [It was written] in 
a poor and cramped (mugarmat) hand." This report, which cannot 
be verified, would appear to have been made simply to accommo- 
date the description of Avicenna's handwriting.** Ibn Funduq's account 
of the survival of the three works lost in the rifling of Avicenna’s 
saddle-bags has been translated above. In that report, it 1s worth 
noting that, according to Ibn Funduq, Avicenna's Aitab al-Insaf was 
purchased by ‘Aziz ad-Din al-Fuggāī az-Zingani.” The historian 
Yaqut (d. 626/1229), who identifies this individual as ‘Aziz ad-Din 
Abu Bakr "Atīg az-Zinģānī, or ‘Atiq ibn Abi Bakr, notes that he 
made his career as a purveyor of beer and other alcoholic bever- 
ages? to the Seljuk Sultan Sangar (r. 511-552/1118—1157).*” It can- 
not but be significant that Ibn Fundug would inform us that one of 


* Tatimma, 44.4—5. 

*5 [bn Fundug has a brief report on Abū "Alī Muhammad ibn "Alī al-Haritan 
as-Sarahsi in the Tatimma, 159—60, to which Safi‘, 159, n. 3, adds additional infor- 
mation from al-‘Imad al-Isfahanr's Haridat al-qasr wa-garidat al-"asr, including Ibn al- 
Hāritān's death date 545/1150: *He wandered and roamed and surveyed most of 
the climes at his own risk in search of consummate wisdom. ... He and I had a 
discussion concerning [the thesis] that two or three [logical] conceptualizations must 
precede affirmation [of an argument]; I recorded this [discussion] in my Commentary 
on the Nagat.” 

® It is worth noting that Ibn Funduq's characterization of Avicenna’s handwrit- 
ing contradicts that of Mansūr ibn Muslim, known as Ibn Abi l-Haragayn (fl. 
457—510/1060—1117 in Damascus), whose copies of other of Avicenna’s holographs 
exist in MS Istanbul University A.Y. 4755 and who says that Avicenna’s hand- 
writing was “a strong and excellent script using a fine nib" (hatt qawiy gayyid bi- 
galam dagīg); see “Avicennan Tradition," Chapter One, Part Two, Section LA.b. 

8 Safr* followed his base manuscript (Berlin Petermann 737) for the reading “ar- 
Rayhānī” instead of “az-Zingani,” which is found in MS Köprülü 902 (recorded 
by Safi‘, Tatimma, 56, n. 4) and confirmed by Yaqiit’s information, on which see 
n. 87 below. 

æ Indeed, this appears to be the origin of his kunya al-Fuqqà't; according to Lane, 
An Arabic-English Lexicon (repr. Beirut: Librairie du Liban, 1968), 6:2428c, fuggā' is 
a sort of beer made from barley. 

"U Yaqut Muğam al-Buldan/Jacut’s Geographisches Wörterbuch, ed. F. Wiistenfeld 
(Leipzig: F.A. Brockhaus, 1869), 4:50; cited also by Safi‘, Tatimma, 194, and Max 
Weisweiler, “Avicenna und die iranischen Fürstenbibliotheken seiner Zeit” in Avicenna 
Commemoration Volume (Calcutta: Iran Society: 1956), 62, n. 4 (see also Gutas, Avicenna, 
133, n. 2). 
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Avicenna’s major philosophical works, no longer extant in its entirety, 
was purchased by a seller of illegal beverages? We return finally to 
Avicenna’s al-Hikma al-mašrigīja and al-Hikma al-'arsiya, both of which 
Ibn Funduq, on the authority of the otherwise unknown Ismail al- 
Bāharzī, tells us were lost when the library of Gazna was burned 
down during the Gürid sack of Gazna. To understand why Ibn 
Funduq might have invented such a story,?? 
Avicenna's own account of his early years of learning. In his Auto- 
biography, Avicenna describes the library of the Sàmanids where he 


undertook what D. Gutas has called his “graduate education”: 


we must turn again to 


One day I asked [the Samanid ruler Nüh ibn Mansir’s] permission 
to enter the library, look through it, and read its contents. He gave 
me permission and I was admitted to a building with many rooms. 
In each room, there were chests of books piled one on top of the 
other. In one of the rooms were books on the Arabic language and 
poetry, in another jurisprudence, and so on in each room a separate 
science. ... I saw books whose very names are unknown to many and 
which I had never seen before nor have I seen since. I read those 
books, mastered their teachings, and realized how far each man had 
advanced in his science.” 


The sense of awe with which Avicenna describes the library is self- 
evident. Perhaps less so is his intimation that he alone had access 
to books otherwise unknown to his contemporaries and that such a 
period of study granted him alone the ability to judge the relative 
intellectual merits of scholars. It is in this context that we might 
assess a final report from Ibn Funduq which he inserted into his 
version of the Autobiography at the end of Avicenna's description 
of the Samanid library: 


* For the approbation later authors levied against Avicenna for imbibing wine 
and an analysis of the place of such a habit in Avicenna's philosophical praxis, see 
Gutas, Avicenna, 184ff. 

89 Despite the fact that Ibn Funduq ascribes this report to al-Imām Ismāfl al- 
Baharzi, it is more likely that Ibn Funduq himself is responsible for the informa- 
tion. At any rate, I have not found any references to an Isma‘il al-Dabarzi in the 
literature. 

% Avicenna, 153-4. 

9! Gohlman, Life, 35-6; the translation above contains only a minor modification 
in syntax to Gutas’s translation, Avicenna, 28-9. Cf. the German translations by 
P. Kraus, “Eine arabische Biographie Avicennas," Klinische Wochenschrift 11 (1932), 
5—6, and Weisweiler, “Avicenna,” 50. 
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It is agreed that this library was burned down and all of the books 
were consumed. An adversary [unnamed: badu husama’| said that Abū 
«Alī set fire to the library in order that those sciences and [their] pre- 
cious knowledge (naf@is) would accrue to him alone and that the credit 
for those intellectual benefits ( faw@ id) would be cut off from their 
proper authors.” 


Who is this anonymous hostile witness? He 1s likely none other than 
Ibn Funduq himself. Throughout the Tatimma Ibn Funduq makes 
very clear his disapproval of Avicenna. We have seen the lengths to 
which he goes in defending Ibn at-layyib against what he perceived 
as the rude judgment of Avicenna; we have seen also the method 
by which he sought to levy recompense against Avicenna for what 
he perceived as Avicenna's surliness toward his contemporaries. I 
submit that the works stolen from Avicenna's saddle-bags in 421/1030 
never reached Gazna and certainly did not perish in the Gūrid 
destruction of its library. Rather, Ibn Funduq invented such a sur- 
vival story as the just balance to an equally apocryphal story of 
Avicenna's act of arson against the Samanid library.” 


Revisiting the Modern Record 


The evaluation of the historical sources related to the transmission 
of Avicenna's works has previously been left undone in modern schol- 
arship. This fact has produced an implicit assumption of the verac- 
ity of Ibn Funduq's report. Equally, the relationship between Ibn 
Funduq's report and those of later historians, viz. Ibn al-Atir and 
the author(s) of the Zubda, has not been previously plotted. This fact 
has led to the assumption, not always implicit, that later reports 
somehow offer independent verification of Ibn Funduq's information. 


2 Tatimma, 43.9—11. 

?* Tt should be clear from the foregoing that Ibn Funduq's historiographical inten- 
tions did not include solely the “collection of facts" but rather was directed towards 
the moral “edification” of the reader (see Meisami's correction of Lambton's per- 
ception of Ibn Funduq in Persian. Historiography, 213); such edification was obviously 
determined by a conception of specific virtues deemed desirable by Ibn Funduq 
himself or his broader cultural context. We have seen the ways in which such 
edification undermined the presentation of historical fact in Ibn Funduq's biogra- 
phies but, while it is perhaps unfair to expect such edification to conform to our 
modern notions of historicity, we should nonetheless be prepared to discount its 
value for the establishment of such historical fact. 
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Paul Kraus appears to be the first modern scholar to outline the 
extant evidence concerning the loss of Avicenna’s works. His “Plotin 
chez les arabes," published in. 1941, contains a detailed note (n. 3, 
273-4) in which he listed the testimonies of al-Gūzģānī, Ibn Funduq, 
and the Zubda on the loss of Avicenna's Aitab al-Insāf in 421/1030, 
without mentioning the other works listed by Avicenna in his letter 
to Bahmanyar (see Avicenna | above). He noted that Ibn Funduq 
named Abū Sahl al-Hamdūnī as leader of the expedition against 
Isfahan instead of the Gaznavid Mahmüd (then Sultan) or his son 
Mas'üd (who actually led the expedition), but did not comment on 
the incongruity. A little over a decade later (1954), Shlomo Pines 
made incidental reference to “the sack of Isfahan, which happened 
in 1034” in a brief note on the loss of Avicenna’s books in his “La 
conception de la conscience de soi," without providing any refer- 
ence to the extant historical works for this date. Two years later 
(1956) Max Weisweiler did cite the relevant primary sources for the 
date of 425/1034 as that of the loss of Avicenna's books, but he did 
not subject those sources to the analysis that would have led to a 
modification of this date. In 1974, W. Gohlman published his edi- 
tion and translation of the Autobiography/ Biography Complex and 
in the course of commenting on al-Güz£àni's testimony (see above, 
al-Gūzģānī), raised the issue of when the sack of Isfahan may have 
occurred. Although Gohlman gave a narration of the attack on 
Isfahan by Mas'ūd in 421/1030, he nonetheless endorsed the date 


?* Kraus, “Plotin chez les Arabes, remarques sur un nouveau fragment de la 
paraphrase des Ennéades,” Bulletin de l'Institut d’Egypte 23 (1941), 263—295. Kraus fol- 
lowed Safi*s erroneous dating (Tatimma, 56, n. 1) of 427 (and not 428) for the 
report in the Zubda. Also, it is not surprising that Kraus would neglect mention of 
the other works, since they do not have as direct a bearing on the transmission of 
Plotinus as does Kitāb al-Insāf and related texts. 

? Pines, “La conception de la conscience de soi chez Avicenne et chez Abwl- 
Barakat al-Baghdádi," AHDL 29 (1954), 21—98; reprinted in Studies in Abū l-Barakāt 
al-Baghdādī, Physics and Metaphysics, The Collected Works of Shlomo Pines, ed. S. Stroumsa 
(Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1979), 1:181—258. The reference above is to 44, n. 2 of the orig- 
inal publication. 

æ “Avicenna,” 62, n. 6, citing Ibn Funduq, al-Oiftī, Ibn Abr Usaybi‘a ['Uyūn al- 
anbā” fi tabagāt al-atibb@, ed. M. Müller, Cairo, 1299/1882], Ibn al-Atīr, Hwān- 
damir [Habib as-siyar, Tehran Lithograph, 1857; derivative of his uncle Muhammad 
Mir Hwand’s Rawdat as-safa', itself a verbatim translation of Ibn al-Atir's al-Kamil; 
see Nazim, Life and Times, 12-13], and the Zubda (apud Safi‘). We have seen that 
the first, fourth, and last of these sources all have different dates for the plunder 
of Avicenna's saddle-bags; Weisweiler thus made an implicit choice in favor of 1034. 
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425/1034 on the basis of Ibn al-Atir’s testimony.” In 1988, Dimitri 
Gutas staked claim to the middle ground on the issue in the course 
of developing his theory concerning the dates of composition and 
loss of Avicenna's Kitab al-Insafj? Drawing on Avicenna's letter to 
Bahmanyar (Avicenna 1) and seeking to reconcile the daüngs in the 
reports of Avicenna and his students, Ibn Funduq, and Ibn al-Atir, 
Gutas argued that Avicenna was referring to two separate events: 
the loss of Jütáb al-Insaf in 421/1030; and the loss of (a copy of) al- 
Išārāt wa-t-tanbīhāt, al-masa'il. al-masriqiya (Ibn Funduq: al-Hikma al- 
masriqiya), and al-Hikma al-aršīya. As salubrious as this compromise 
must have appeared at the time, it nonetheless could only be an 
informed hypothesis until such time as a broader analysis of the his- 
toriography of the problem could be undertaken.” 

The preceding evaluation of that historiography brings to light a 
number of interesting facts about the later representation of Avicenna 
and the historical events in which he was involved. It now seems 
clear that Ibn Funduq, while drawing on the texts of Avicenna and 
his students, added significant, and unverifiable, information con- 
cerning the survival of Avicenna's books and works-in-progress after 
421/1030. The intention behind Ibn Funduq's manipulation of the 
historical record would appear to derive from his personal antipathy 
to Avicenna and was designed to levy against him a literary rec- 
ompense for perceived faults in Avicenna's treatment of his con- 
temporaries. The ambiguity in the dating of Ibn Fundug's report is 
most likely the cause for the confusion concerning when Avicenna's 
books were subject to pilfer. This ambiguity produced the alternate 
dates of 425/1034 for the unfortunate event in the later Arab his- 
torian Ibn al-Atirs account, and 428/1036-7 in the later recension 
of the <ubda. 

The fact that Avicenna and his students make no comment on 
another loss of Avicenna’s books (or the plunder of his library) is per- 


9? Gohlman, Life 135-6, n. 106. 

* Gutas, Avicenna, 134-6. 

?? There are yet more random statements by modern scholars on the date of the 
sack of Isfahan in relation to Avicenna's books; for instance, Cahen, *A propos 
d'Avicenne," 82, in an uncommonly careless moment, dated it to 1033 (1.e., the 
very beginning of 424). The references above, however, are sufficient to plot the 
general trajectory of the debate. 
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haps sufficient to discredit the hypothesis that there were two occa- 
sions on which Avicenna's books were subject to the fortunes of war. 
However, the fact that none of the extant records of the period cor- 
roborate such a second event and, in the case of Bayhagī's History, 
actually offer circumstantial evidence against it, further obliges us to 
revise the historical record. We thus must take seriously and at face 
value the evidence offered by Avicenna and his students concerning 
the theft of his works from his saddle-bags in 421/1030 by endors- 
ing the dates of composition and loss for the books mentioned by 
them. This means that, contrary in part to modern treatments of 
the chronology of his works, we can say with certainty that: 1) Aztab 
al-Insāf was written before 421/1030 and lost in toto in that year; 


Mm m 


2) that al-Isarát wa-t-tanbīhāt must have been composed prior to 421/ 
1030'" and that only a copy was lost in that year. As for Avicenna’s 
testimony concerning the works a/-masā”il al-masriqiya and al-Hikma 
al-arsiya, the identity, contents and survival of these works remains 
the subject of ongoing research.'” A final important observation that 
emerges from the preceding study of the historiography of Avicenna's 
time is the absolute paucity of information directly related to him 


' In response to Kraus's question (“Plotin,” 274, n. 1) concerning the nature 
of the extant remains of this work (ed. ‘A.R. Badawi in Asti “nda (arab, Dirāsāt 
Islamiya, 5 [Cairo: Maktabat an-Nahda al-Misriya, 1947], 22—74), I have suggested 
elsewhere that they are likely Ibn Zayla's notes to (or excerpts of?) the work; see 
“Avicennan Tradition,” Chapter Three, H.C.c.4 

101 See the alternate date in Gutas, Avicenna, 145. 

' The necessary study of the textual transmission of the work now called al- 
Masriqiyin has been undertaken by D. Gutas, “Avicenna’s Eastern ("Oriental") 
Philosophy: Nature, Contents, Transmission," Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10.2 (2000), 
159-180, but the question concerning the relation of this work to the text entitled 
al-masā il al-masriqiya in Avicenna's letter remains (see my hypothesis in a note to 
“Avicennan Tradition," Chapter Four, II.D.a.). Also, I do not believe that the work 
entitled ar-Risála al-‘Arstya which circulates today under Avicenna's name is the work 
referred to by Avicenna in his letter, or indeed that it is by Avicenna at all. The 
text of Pseudo-Avicenna's “rstya can be found in Magmi‘at Rasa^il as-Sayh ar-Ra'is 
Abi "Alī al-Husayn ibn Abd Allāh ibn Sīnā al-Buhart (Hayderabad: Dā'irat al-Ma'ārif 
al-Utmaniya, 1354/1935); edited more recently by Ibrahim Hilal, ar-Risála al-Arsiya 
Ji haq@iq at-tawhid wa-itbàt an-nubūwa (Cairo: n.p., 1980), on the basis of the 
Hayderabad publication and MS Maéglis 7851; English translation by A,J. Arberry, 
Avicenna on Theology (repr. Westport, CT: Hyperion Press, 1992), 25-37; German 
translation by Egbert Meyer, “Philosophischer Gottesglaube: Ibn Sīnās ‘Thronschrift,” 
ZDMG 130 (1980), 226-277. I hope to pursue this in a revisionist study of the 
Pseudo-Avicennan corpus. For now, see the additional comments by Robert Wisnovsky 
in the present volume. 
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in that literature. This raises serious questions about the glorified 
professional status al-Gūzģānī accords his master in his Biography, 
but that is a topic for future research. °’ 


!5 Throughout his Biography of Avicenna, al-Gūzšānī makes it apparent that 
Avicenna had garnered an important public reputation in the course of his early 
career and this is endorsed by Avicenna himself in his narrative of their first meet- 
ing; see Gohlman, Life, 42/3, and compare Gutas's comments in “Avicenna Il, 
Biography," 67b. It is with regard to such contexts that I would propose that rhetor- 
ical historiography supercedes almost immediately (in a temporal sense) the record 
of factual history by a contemporary historian; cf. Meisami, Persian Historiography, 
289. 


CHAPTER SIX 


ROCKS IN THE HEAVENS?! 
THE ENCOUNTER BETWEEN ‘ABD AL-GABBAR 
AND IBN SINA 


Alnoor Dhanani 


There are two aspects to the “encounter” between ‘Abd al-Gabbar 
(d. 415/1025) and Ibn Sma: the personal and the intellectual. By 
“personal encounter” I mean the actual historical engagement between 
them, whether in person or via explicit references in their texts. Since 
they are also the foremost representatives of the disciplines of kalam 
and falsafa during the late fourth and early fifth/late tenth and early 
eleventh centuries, their “intellectual encounter” reflects the more 
general encounter between these opposing disciplines. These two 
aspects are of course inter-related, for the personal encounter also 
incorporates elements of the intellectual encounter. I begin here with 
what is known about the personal encounter between them and then 
discuss some aspects of their participation in the intellectual encounter 
between kalām and falsafa. 

One of the surviving items of Ibn Sīnā's correspondence is his 
Letter from one of the mulakallimün to the Sayh, so he replied which is also 
known as the Risala fi l-makān. In the letter, Ibn Sma is questioned 
by an unidentified correspondent (who, according to the title of the 
text was a mutakalim) who states: 


In the days of my youth (šabābī), I saw a man who asked me: “What 
is this expanse which extends over all things? Some of the Ancients 
called it «ah (god) and worshipped it; others called it fada’, still others 
called it makān and markaz, while the mutakallimün called it ha and 
hayyiz, and the Muttazila called it muhddat. All of them refer to it by 
haytu and ayna [where]. In his Sark Lubāb al-magālāt ‘an al-Balķī, Qadi 
«Abd al-Gabbar relates: by the term fādā”, the proponents of fada 
mean the same thing which we mean by the term muhadat. As long 
as they do not assert that it [1.e., fad@] is a body, nor that it is capa- 
ble of motion (dahib fi l-gihat), nor that it is contiguous (mugawara), nor 
that it inheres in (hulül), the difference between us and them is merely 
in the use of terms (fi /-lafz) not in their meaning (ft [-mafná). . . .” 
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I ask our Master, the wise Šay4, may God perpetuate his high status, 
that he explain to me what he has found regarding this [subject] so 
that it can be a cure (štfā') and so that by this action he may, God- 
willing, earn joyful tidings and the blessings of an abundant reward in 
the hereafter. 


Almost at the end of his reply to the posed question, Ibn Sinà refers 
back to his correspondent's mention of ‘Abd al-Gabbār: 


With regard to what the author of this problem has mentioned, that 
is, regarding ‘Abd al-Gabbār, that the meaning of fada? is the same 
as the meaning of muķādāt, this is an error regarding both terms.” This 
is because muhadat [being face-to-face or opposite] is a relational attribute 
of [one] opposing body (muhàd?) in relation to the body which opposes 
it (nuhādī). Therefore if either one of them were absent, then the exis- 
tence of both would be impossible.’ 


It follows from this text then that when Ibn Sma’s correspondent 
was a young man, he was questioned regarding the nature of space 
by an unidentified discussant. Many years later, the correspondent 
wrote to Ibn Sina seeking to elicit his views on the exchange, in 
particular secking further information about the views of the ancients 
regarding space.* 

We find two references in this risāla to "Abd al-Gabbār: the first 
is by Ibn Sīnā's correspondent who tells us about the general kalām 
use of giha and hayyiz for space and the specific Mu'tazilī use of 
muhādāt. This later usage is attributed to "Abd al-Gabbār, in par- 
ticular, to his Sarh Lubāb al-magālāt ‘an al-Balhi, who equates muhādāt 
with fada". The second reference is by Ibn Sina himself, when he 
refers back to his correspondent's citation of ‘Abd al-Gabbar regard- 
ing the Mu'tazili use of muhķādāt. Ibn Sina then disputes "Abd al- 
Gabbar’s assertion that muhadat and Jadā” are equivalent and that 
they both refer to space on linguistic grounds. We cannot, unfortu- 
nately, verify the account of Ibn Sīnā's correspondent regarding ‘Abd 
al-Gabbar’s intent in equating muhadat with fada@’, for the commen- 


! Risala fi l-makān, MS Ahmet III 3447, 38v. I would like to thank David Reisman 
for providing me with copies of this work. S 

? fa-amma mā dakarahū sāhibu hādihī $-šubhati wa-huwa “Abdu l-Gabbār bi-anna l-maná 
bi-Lfada^i huwa l-manā bi-l-muhādāti fa-huwa galatun min kilayhima . . . (ibid., 41r). 

3 Ibid., 41r. 

* The nature of space seems to have been an issue in vogue during this period, 
for we have a similar risāla by Ibn al-Haytam; see his Risāla fi l-makān in Magmü* 
ar-rasā tl (Hayderabad: Dā'irat al-Ma‘arif al-“Utmaniya, 1357/1938), no. 5. 
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tary which is mentioned here is lost. Nevertheless, in his treatise on 
Definitions and Realities "Abd al-Gabbār's student aš-Šarīf al-Murtadá 
(d. 436/1044) provides a definition of the Mu'tazilī use of muhadat, 
which probably reflects his teacher's use of the term, as the space 
(al-£iha) which the atom (gawhar) may occupy. Not surprisingly, al- 
Murtada does not define fad@, since this was not a term used by 
the mutakallimūn. Thus "Abd al-Gabbār's equation of fad@ with muhadat 
was primarily meant to inform his readers of the equivalence of these 
two terms, the former utilized primarily in falsafa contexts, possibly 
in doxographical accounts of the views of early Greek philosophers 
on space, and the latter utilized by the Mu'tazila. 

This Rīsāla therefore is evidence of a textual encounter between 
Ibn Sina and ‘Abd al-Gabbar or, more accurately, Ibn Sīnā's tex- 
tual encounter with "Abd al-Gabbār. We do not know where or 
when the Aisála was written, whether it was before or after Ibn Sina’s 
stay in Rayy where, as we shall see, Ibn Sma may have met ‘Abd 
al-Gabbar. However, we can be sure that Ibn Sina must have been 
exposed to kalām early in his career, certainly before this encounter 
in the Risāla with ‘Abd al-Gabbār's views on space. In his Autobiography, 
Ibn Sinà tells us that his initial studies included the study of Hanafi 
Islamic law (fiqh) with Ismail az-Zahid and we also know that dur- 
ing his stay in Gurgang at the court of the Hwarazamsah "Alī ibn 
Ma’min he became a juris. He must have been introduced to at 
least the rudiments of kalām in the course of his engagement and 
study of fiqh.” However, the mature Ibn Sīnā's knowledge of kalām 


5 AS-Sarif al-Murtadá, al-Hudüd wa-l-hagā'ig m Ras@il as-Šarīf al-Murtadā, ed. A. al- 
Husayni and M. ar-Raģā'ī (Qum: Dar al-Qur'an al-Karīm, 1405—/1984—), 2:282. 

5 Ibn Sina, The Life of Ibn Sina, ed./tr. W. Gohlman, (Albany, New York: SUNY, 
1974), 20, 40; D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Islamic Philosophy and 
Theology: Texts and Studies, 4 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988), 25 (and n. 10), 29. 

7 The individualistic character of education does not allow us to ascertain what 
texts Ibn Sma read with Isma‘il az-Zahid. Nevertheless, the study of fig requires 
a grounding in the fundamentals of the Islamic creed, in this case, according to 
the Hanafi rite. While it is difficult to draw the general conclusion of the affiliation 
of legal madhabs with kalam orientations, Bullict claims that in the case of the patri- 
cians of Nishapur in the medieval period, “all of the known or presumed Ash‘aris 
are Shafi‘is, and all of the known or presumed Mu tazilīs are Hanafis” (R. Bulliet, 
Patricians of Nishapur (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972], 36). Bulliet cautions 
however, that biographical dictionaries for the most part record an individual’s law 
school, and more rarely his theological orientation. Moreover, Bulliet’s discussion 
does not include the Mātūrīdīs who were widespread in Central Asia. Ibn Sina 
recognizes the relationship between kalām and fiqh, not surprisingly, from within his 
Jalsafa perspective. He suggests that the relationship of kalām to the religious sciences 
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was anything but rudimentary. For example, in his discussion of 
physical theory in the Sia’, in particular, atomism, he demonstrates 
detailed knowledge of kalām arguments concerning atomism between 
Abū l-Hudayl (d. 227/841—2) and his anti-atomist nephew an-Nazzam 
(d. between 220-230/835-845) Such familiarity suggests that he 
was well-versed with kalām texts which discussed such arguments in 
some detail, quite possibly the maqgálat genre of texts. Since these 
arguments regarding atomism are not found in the surviving magālāt 
works by al-Aš'arī (d. 324/935) or al-Balķī (d. 319/931)? could Ibn 
Sina have relied on ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s commentary of al-Balbi's 
Magālāt mentioned in the Risala fi l-makān? We cannot be absolutely 
certain about this because, as has already been mentoned, this text, 
like other Magālāt texts, has not survived. 

Nevertheless, the claim that Ibn Sinà may have relied on a source 
close to ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s school has some merit because of the indi- 
rect evidence provided by texts of ‘Abd al-Gabbār's students. In his 
Tadkira fi ahkām al-gawhar wa-l-arād, Ibn Mattawayh (d. 469/1076?) 
discusses the arguments between Abū |-Hudhayl and an-Nazzam in 
great detail; and in his Masa^il al-hilaf bayna I-basriyin wa-l-bagdadiyin, 
Abū Rasid an-Nīsābūrī (d. mid-5th/11th century?) details the ques- 
tions on which the Basrian Mut‘tazila had differed from al-Balķī.!! 
We may reasonably suppose that these students relied on ‘Abd al- 


is analogous to the relationship of metaphysics to the physical sciences, in so far as 
"the faqih takes his principles for granted, namely the necessity of the text of rev- 
elation, accounts of the Prophet, consensus, and analogy from the mutakallim" and 
his “verification of his sources" is not qua fagih but as a mutakallim. Similarly “the 
physicist (fabi^?) takes his principles for granted from the metaphysician (ilākī)”; see 
Ibn Sina, Fi /-Aērām al-ulwiya in. Tis rasa^il fi l-hikma wa-t-tabi Tat wa-fi āhirihā qissat 
Salāmān wa-Absāl, ed. A. Hindīya (Cairo, 1908), 42. I believe that this recognition 
of a relationship between these two disciplines is not just theoretical, but based on 
the actual historical relationship of these two disciplines as seen by religious schol- 
ars, perhaps including Ismail az-Zahid. 

8 [bn Sina, ai-S?fd^, at-Tabi‘iyat: as-Samā' at-Tabī t, ed. S. Zā'id (Cairo: al-Hay’a 
al-Misriya al--Āmma li-I-Kitāb, 1983), 184—202; P. Lettinck, *Ibn Sina on Atomism: 
Translation of Ibn Sīnā's Aitab as-Sifa^, al- Tabi'iyyát: al-Sama‘ al- Tabi*i, Third Treatise, 
Chapters 3-5,” as-Sagara 4 (1999), 1—50. 

? Abū |-Oāsim al-Balbr, (Bāb) Dikr al-Mu'tazila min Magālāt al-Islamiyin in Fadl 
al-vtizāl wa-tabagat al-mw'tazila, ed. F. Sayyid (Tunis: ad-Dar at-Tunistya li-n-Našr, 
1986), 63-119. 

V Ibn Mattawayh, Tadkira fi ahkām al-gawahir wa-Larād, ed. S.N. Lutf and F.B. 
‘Awn, Silsilat Nafā'is al-Fikr al-Islami, 1 (Cairo: Dar at-Taqafa, 1975), 162-207; 
A. Dhanani, The Physical Theory of Kalam, Atoms, Space, and Void in Basrian Mu'tazilī 
Cosmology, Islamic Philosophy and Science, Texts and Studies, 14 (Leiden: E,J. Brill, 
1994), 172—181. 

" Abū Rāšid an-Nīsābūrī, Masā' al-hilaf bayna I-basriyin wa l-baēdādīyīn, ed. 
M. Ziyadah and R. as-Sayyid, (Beirut: Ma‘had al-Inma’ al-‘Arabi, 1979). 
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Gabbar’s commentary of al-Balbi's Magālāt or perhaps even the parts 
of the Mugni which are lost for this material. We thus have the 
intriguing, although likely, possibility of Ibn Sīnā's acquaintance with 
portions of "Abd al-Gabbār's works. 

‘Abd al-Gabbār al-Hamadānī (b. 320/932) was originally an Aštarī 
mutakallim. He moved from Hamadhan to Basra where he converted 
to Mu'tazilī kalām, studying with the masters of the day. He com- 
menced his writing and teaching career in Baghdad, moved to ‘Askar, 
and then to Ramahurmuz in 360/970, where he began dictating his 
magnum opus, al-Mugni. He finally moved to Rayy, at the invitation 
of the Muttazili-leaning Büyid vizier Sahib ibn ‘Abbad (d. 385/995) 
and was appointed chief gādī. Here, in 380/990, ‘Abd al-Gabbar 
completed dictating his Mugnī. During the twenty years it took to dic- 
tate the Mugni, ‘Abd al-Gabbar composed several other works, includ- 
ing the above-mentioned Commentary on al-Balhi’s Magālāt. In 385/995 
he turned to write his Tatbit dal@il an-nubüwa. In the same year, fol- 
lowing the death of Ibn "Abbād, ‘Abd al-Gabbar was dismissed from 
his position of chief gādī and arrested by the Būyid prince Fabr ad- 
Dawla. We do not have further information about ‘Abd al-Gabbār's 
career at court, particularly whether or not he was reinstated fol- 
lowing Fabr ad-Dawla’s death. He died in Rayy in 415/1025." 

The biographer of the Mu'tazila, al-Gušamī (d. 494/1100) eval- 
uates ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s standing and influence, telling us: 


I have not found any report which would detract from ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s 
place with regards to virtue or his high standing in knowledge. For 
he is the one who tore ( fataqa) kalām open, unfolded it, and put it 
down in great books. As a result, kalām spread far and wide, reach- 
ing the East and the West. In these books he included the minutiae 
(dagīg)!” of kalam as well as its larger questions (gail) [in a manner] 
which none before him had accomplished successfully." 


2 Al-Gušamī, Šarh al-uyūn in Fadl al-itizāl, op. cit., 366; S.M. Stern, “‘Abd al- 
Gabbar b. Ahmad," EP, 1:59-60; C. Cahen and C. Pellat, “Ibn ‘Abbad,” ET, 
3:671—3; C. Cahen, “Fakhr ad-Dawla,” EP, 2:748—9; J. Kraemer, Humanism in the 
Renaissance of Islam, The Cultural Revival during the Buyid Age, Studies in Islamic Culture 
and History, VII, Second Revised Edition (Leiden: E,J. Brill, 1992), 261—262, 272; 
M.T. Heemskerk, Suffering in Mu‘tazilite Theology, "Abd al-fabbar’s Teaching on Pain and 
Divine Justice, Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science, Texts and Studies, 41 
(Leiden: EJ. Brill, 2000), 36-53. 

P The minutiae (dagīg, latif) of kalam primarily refer to cosmological questions. 
Hence Ibn Mattawayh's work is also known as Tadkira fi latīf al-kalām. I discuss this 
in “Kalam and Hellenistic Cosmology: Minimal Parts in Basrian Mu'tazili Atomism,” 
Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1991, 21—28. 

^ Al-Gušamī, Šarh, 365. 
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As consolidators of their respective disciplines of falsafa and kalām, 
as teachers, as authors, and as public officials, Ibn Sina and ‘Abd 
al-Gabbar are therefore clearly comparable figures of the late tenth 
and early eleventh centuries. Moreover, both were also pressed into 
the service of the Büyids, and as such, their lives were intertwined 
with the political vagaries and rivalries of their patrons. Like ‘Abd 
al-Gabbar, Ibn Sina also entered the service of the Büyids in Rayy. 
But he did so as a member in the court of the young prince Magd 
ad-Dawla, son of Fabr ad-Dawla, and his regent mother as-Sayyida.? 
Ibn Sīnā remained in Rayy until it was attacked by Sams ad-Dawla. 
We can therefore date Ibn Sina’s stay in Rayy to 403—405/1013—15, 
that is, when he was in his late twenties and ‘Abd al-Gabbar was 
in his late seventies and early eighties. The presence of Ibn Sinà 
and ‘Abd al-Gabbar in Rayy during this period clearly provided 
ample opportunity for a personal encounter.'^ If the composition of 
the ARisaüla fi l-makān predates Ibn Sīnā's sojourn in Rayy, then he 
must have been aware of the now elderly ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s renown. 
But even if the Rzsāla was written later, it is inconceivable that Ibn 
Sima would not already have been aware of the renowned Mu'tazilī 
teacher before his arrival in Rayy or, at the very least, after his 
arrival there. Unless ‘Abd al-Gabbar was completely out of favor at 
court, there may have been official occasions where they were both 
present. But we may rightly ask: even if these two intellectuals had 
met, what would they have discussed? Their world-views were quite 
incommensurable. ‘Abd al-Gabbar had already written his most 
significant works, in many of which he had argued against positions 
of the falasifa. On the other hand, Ibn Sina’s career was rising. He 
was working on the Qgnün but had yet to write the Sif@ and the 
Nagat. But he was also familiar with the views of the opposition, in 
this case the mutakallimün, and had expressed his views against them 
in his exchange with al-Birüni." 

These particulars then, namely, Ibn Sinà's textual encounter with 
‘Abd al-Gabbār in the Risdla, his probable familiarity with ‘Abd al- 


5 [bn Sina, Life, 48; C.E. Bosworth, “Madjd al-Dawla," EF, 5:1028. 

16 Gutas, Avicenna, 261. 

" For this correspondence, see Abū Rayhān al-Bīrūnī and Ibn Sina, al-As’ila wa- 
Lagwiba, ed. S.H. Nasr and M. Mohaghegh, Islamic Thought (al-Fikr al-Islāmī), 
Series of Texts, Studies and Translations, III (Kuala Lumpur: ISTAC, 1995); Gutas, 
Avicenna, 145. 
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Gabbàr's commentary on al-Balhi’s Magālāt or sections of the Mugni 
or some other work from ‘Abd al-Gabbār's school detailing kalām 
arguments on physical theory, and their simultaneous presence in 
Rayy, constitute the extent of the known historical encounter between 
them. There is no indication on the part of ‘Abd al-Gabbār of a 
textual encounter with Ibn Sina. Nevertheless we may presume that 
he too may have known about the young Ibn Sinà's presence in 
Rayy, particularly in light of Ibn Sma’s close relationship with the 
prince Magd ad-Dawla. Moreover ‘Abd al-Gabbar was also a keen 
participant in the intellectual encounter between kalām and falsafa. 
Not only was he interested in, and familiar with, the views of the 
Ancients and their contemporary exponents among the fālāstfa, but 
more importantly, he was highly critical of their doctrines and car- 
ried on the alam tradition of attacking them in writing as well as 
in debate.? A substantial portion of this critique, particularly with 
regards to physical theory and the eternity of the world, which were 
the usual areas of disagreement between the mutakallimiin and the 
falasifa, was probably recorded in the first three lost volumes of the 
Mugni. In the parts of the Mugni which have survived, but even more 
so in the Tatbit dala’il an-nubüwa, "Abd al-Gabbar directly attacks the 
falasifa on their doctrine of the status of celestial beings and their 
role in influencing terrestrial events. Aspects of the discussion in the 
lost sections of the Mugnmi can be gleaned from his critique of the 
Sabaens in the fifth volume of the Mugni. He recounts here the areas 
of disagreement regarding the eternity of the world and theory of 
matter, but also sharply emphasizes the difference over celestial beings: 


Know that everything we have related here regarding their views we 
have refuted in the preceding chapters which we have dictated. For 
we have shown that bodies are created in time (muhaddata) and the 
theory of prime matter (hayülá) is baseless. We have shown that the 
planets, since they are bodies (ačsām), are not capable of making bod- 
les and that they are not gods (al/ha). We have shown the falsity (ibfal) 
of the doctrine that they are governors [of affairs in the terrestrial 
world] (mudabbir) and that they are alive (hayya).... 


Regarding the argument (kalām) against the astrologers (munaggimiin) 


and the partisans of the Sphere (ashab al-falak) we have already dis- 
cussed this, because much of what they believe, regarding which there 


? Kraemer, Humanism, 178f. 
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1s a dispute between us and them, concerns their belief in the eter- 
nity of bodies (qidam al-ačsām) or the Sphere, and that they or some 
of them are governors [of affairs in the terrestrial world], and their 
theory regarding natures (al-qawl bi-t-taba^i'). We have already shown 
the falsity of all of these [views].'? 


Certainly Ibn Sina also questioned the veracity of astrology," never- 
theless it is well-known that he shared and strongly defended the 
Jalsafa view that celestial entities influence the affairs of the terres- 
trial world via their emanations and that they are alive, precisely 
the positions attacked by ‘Abd al-Gabbar. The special status of the 
celestial realm of course plays a central role in falsafa, interweaving 
its cosmology, epistemology, and metaphysics. We should note, how- 
ever, that one leading figure among the Mu'tazila struggled with the 
normative kalām view which denied celestial efficacy. Biographical 
dictionaries preserve several anecdotes about Abū ‘Ali al-Gubba’i 
(d. 303/915) which show that al-Gubbā'ī conceded the predictive 
aspect of planetary conjunctions, albeit denying a causal role, advo- 
cating instead a customary association between conjunctions and ter- 
restrial events." But Abū "Alī's views failed to win support among 
the mutakallimün. 

A detailed version of ‘Abd al-Gabbār's polemic against the falsafa 
position on the privileged status of celestial beings survives in the 
Tatbit dala^il an-nubüwa where it is repeated in several places. The 
Tatbit is a polemical work which aims to discuss the indications for 
the prophecy of Muhammad. In the course of this enterprise, "Abd 
al-Gabbar launches personal attacks on those who deny prophecy in 
general and the prophecy of Muhammad in particular. These per- 
sonal attacks permit an assessment of "Abd al-Gabbār's attitude 
towards contemporaries and predecessors. His critique of the falsafa 
view of the celestial realm occurs in several places. The most promi- 
nent of these is *Abd al-Gabbar's rejection of the Aristotelian doc- 


19 “Abd al-Gabbar, al-Mugnī fi abwab at-tawhid wa-l-'adl, ed. M. al-Hudayri, (Cairo: 
Wizarat at-laqàfa wa-l-Irsad al-Qawmi, 1958), 5:153-154; J.R.T.M. Peters, God's 
Created Speech: a study in the speculative theology of the Mu‘tazilt Oādī l-gudāt Abū l-Hasan 
‘Abd al-fabbār (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976), 30. 

? Y. Michot, Ibn Sind, Lettre au vizir Abû Sa'd, Editio princeps d’après le manuscrit. de 
Bursa, traduction de Varabe, introduction, notes et lexique, Sagesses musulmanes, 4 (Beyrouth: 
Les Editions al-Bouraq, 2000), 23—26. 

? Ahmad ibn Yahya ibn al-Murtadá, Aitāb Tabagāt al-Mu'tazila, ed. S. Diwald- 
Wilzer (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1961), 94, 98—99. 
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trine of the unchanging heavens in the context of the incident of 
the swooping down of the stars (inqidād al-kawākib): 


One of [Muhammad's] signs (alam) which occurred while he, may the 
blessings of God and peace be upon him, was in Mecca is the swoop- 
ing down of the stars and their filing the sky in all directions in a 
manner which breaks from the customary course of events (āda) and 
departs from the norm (mu'tad). This is a great sign (aya), a majestic 
indication, and a momentous manifestation. [Even] the Quran has spo- 
ken about this event, relating the account of the jinn: “We searched 
the heavens and found them to be filled with strong guards and mete- 
ors. We would sit on seats to hear; but anyone listening now finds a 
meteor waiting for him!" (72:8)? 


As ‘Abd al-Gabbar relates, this indication of Muhammad's prophecy 
had occupied many of the Mu'tazila. The objection they faced was 
that this event 1s not unique. The swooping down of stars is men- 
tioned by earlier poets and in the books of the non-Arabs (Ggam). It 
cannot therefore be a sign of Muhammad's prophecy. Both Abū "Alī 
al-Gubbā'ī and Abū Hāšim al-Gubba’i (d. 321/933) conceded that 
the swooping down of stars (perhaps they mean the phenomenon of 
meteor showers?), had indeed occurred before Muhammad. Never- 
theless, the occurrence of this event to indicate Muhammad's prophecy 
was a break from the customary course of events because it, unlike 
earlier events, was different in degree, namely, it filled up the sky. 
This, in their view, was similar to floods which had certainly occurred 
before Noah, but the Deluge represented a departure from the norm 
with regards to its extent and degree. It is this aspect of the degree 
of the swooping down of stars which is absent in pre-Islamic poetry 
or the books of the non-Arabs.? 

On the other hand, earlier mutakallimün like an-Nazzam and al- 
Gahiz (d. 255/868) agreed that ancient poets had indeed mentioned 
the swooping down of stars but it was not clear that they regarded 
this to be a sign for the prophecy of Muhammad. With regards to 
the mention of meteors (šuhub) in the books of ancient non-Arabs, 
al-Gahiz asserted that there was no way to ascertain this (lā sabila 


2 «Abd al-Gabbar, Tatbit dala’il an-nubūwa, ed. *A.K. ‘Utmān (Beirut: Dar al- 
*Arabiya B-t- Tiba^a wa-n-Našr wa-t-Tawzi‘, 1966), 1:64. Abū "Alī al-Gubba’i’s com- 
ments on these verses of the Quran are preserved by the Šī“ author Sayb at-Tā'ifa 
at-Tūsī in his Tafsir at-tibyān, ed. A.H.O, al-‘Amilt (Najaf: Maktabat al-Amin, 1963), 
10:149—150. 

° Tatbīt, 1:69. 
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ua l-tlmi biht) because the translations and the translators could not 
be trusted.” 

‘Abd al-Gabbār also doubted the veracity of the translations, per- 
haps not so audaciously as al-Gahiz had done. But ‘Abd al-Gabbar 
added that these books were transmitted to the Islamic world by the 
enemies of Islam, those whose most coveted desire was to deny the 
prophecy of Muhammad. Not only were the translators enemies of 
Islam, but they had suppressed portions of the works which reveal 
the errors of the ancients. Moreover, they had used concepts and 
explications of Muslim intellectuals to dress up the works of the 
ancients.” After this digression, ‘Abd al-Gabbār then turns to discuss 
the books of the ancients which had mentioned meteors, in partic- 
ular Aristotle’s Meteorology: 


Scholars have examined the book known as the Meteorology, ascribed 
to Aristotle. One of the [Christian translators] translated it for an 
‘Abbasid Caliph as a gift. Scholars have not found any clear mention 
(dikran musarrihan) of the swooping of stars in this book. Rather it is a 
comprehensive treatise on which scholars have written commentaries, 
claiming that by this, Aristotle meant that, that is to say [regarding 
swooping stars] it is something that originates on the earth and rises 
to the air, or something along these lines.?? 


It is well known that in the Meteorology, Aristotle theorizes that mete- 
orological phenomena are produced by moist and dry exhalations 
rising from the earth as a result of the warmth of the sun." The 
contact of the warm and dry exhalations in the highest parts of 
the terrestrial sphere with the circular motion of the ether produces 
the fiery bursts which we know as shooting stars, torches, and goats. 


2* Ibid., 1:69—70; see also al-Gahiz, Kilāb al-Hayawan, ed. ‘A. Hārūn, (Cairo: 
Maktabat Mustafa al-Bābī al-Halabī, 1938—1945), 6:272—280. ‘Abd al-Gabbar relates 
the discussion between the followers of Abū ‘Ali and al-Gahiz on their difference 
of interpretation on the mention of the swooping down of stars in pre-Islamic poetry 
(Tatbīt, 1:78). 

5 Tatbīt, 1:75-76. 

°° Ibid., 1:77. . 

7 Aristotle, Meteorology, 341b1—4. Ibn Sina, aš-Šifā”, at-Tabi iat: al-MaGdin wa-l- 
Ātār al-"ulwīya, ed. ‘A. Muntasir, S. Za'id, and ‘A. Ismail (Cairo: Wizarat at-Taqafa 
wa-l-Irsàd al-Oāwmī, 1965), 39; P. Lettinck discusses the views of the Greek and 
Arab philosophers on meteors in his Aristotle's Meteorology and its Reception in the Arab 
World, with an Edition and Translation of Ibn Suwār's Treatise on Meteorological Phenomena 
and Ibn Bājja*s Commentary on the Meteorology, Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus, 10 (Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1999), ch. 2, “Phenomena in the Upper Atmosphere," 66-96. 
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‘Abd al-Gabbār asserts that one cannot rely on Aristotle’s views 
even though his partisans trusted in him. Rather, he is not of sound 
mind ( fa-huwa gayru kamili l-agl) because, as these partisans relate, 
Aristotle believed that the sun, moon, and stars are indivisible, that 
the sun 1s neither hot nor is it possible for it to be hot, for heavenly 
bodies can be neither hot nor cold, neither wet nor dry, neither 
heavy nor light, neither rough nor smooth, nor can the stars be 
increased or decreased by even one star, nor can there be any more 
or less suns, nor does the sun have color, smell, or taste! For *Abd 
al-Gabbar, the possibility of all of these is clear to the mind, regard- 
less of whether one is learned or ignorant, a scholar or a layman.” 


*Abd al-Gabbār continues: 


Aristotle’s ignorance (gahl) includes his belief that the heaven, sun, 
moon, and stars/planets (kawakib) are intelligent, discerning, hearing, 
seeing, harmful, beneficial, bestowing life and causing death and that 
every event (hàdita) in the world derives from their action and influence. 
But the knowledge that the heaven, sun, moon, and stars (nučūm) are 
inanimate (čamādāt) and lifeless (mawāt) 1s like the knowledge that rays 
(Su) of the sun, rays of the moon, light (daw”) of the stars/planets, 
lightning, clouds, winds, rain, sea, water, air, earth, and fire are inan- 
imate and lifeless. There is no difference between someone who claims 
this regarding earth, fire, water, air, and plants and someone who 
claims this regarding stars/planets.?? 


‘Abd al-Gabbàr and most mutakallimūn thus reject the falsafa view 
that celestial beings are alive, have attributes similar to those of liv- 
ing, intelligent beings, and influence the terrestrial realm by bestow- 
ing life and causing death. Rather they are lifeless and inanimate, 
like the terrestrial elements of the falasifa: earth, fire, water, and air. 
As such they have neither souls nor intellects but are merely lifeless, 
in other words, just rocks in the heavens.” 

The striking aspect of ‘Abd al-Gabbār's discussion lies in what he 
does not state explicitly, but takes for granted. We will recall that 
the original discussion on the basis of the Quran and indication of 
the prophecy of Muhammad concerned meteors. ‘Abd al-Gabbār 


8 Tatbit, 1:78-79. 
? ]bid., 1:79. 
9 The "rejection of a causal role for the stars/planets is discussed by "Abd al- 


Gabbar's student Šarīf al-Murtadá in his ar-Radd ‘ald l-munagiimin in Rasa’il, op. cit., 
1:299—312. 
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knew that in the Meteorology, Aristotle regarded swooping stars to be 
terrestrial phenomena, a result of terrestrial exhalations rising to the 
upper atmosphere. Yet he slips into the discussion of celestial objects, 
namely stars or planets without defending this move from meteors 
to stars/planets. To a faylasiif this is a clear breach of the absolute 
divide between the distinctive celestial and terrestrial realms. What 
lies behind ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s seeming confusion or gloss over the 
difference between meteors and stars/planets? I suggest that, despite 
Aristotle, he failed to recognize or refused to acknowledge a dis- 
tinction between the terrestrial and celestial realms. ‘That is to say, 
his failure or refusal was grounded in a world-view which denied 
any distinction between the celestial and terrestrial realms. 

When ‘Abd al-Gabbar wrote the Tatbīt, Ibn Sina was only fifteen 
years old. Clearly, he was not then known to ‘Abd al-Gabbār, and 
had yet to author the works which would establish his reputation. 
As a result, he escaped ‘Abd al-Gabbàr's acerbic critique of the 
falasifa in the Tatbit.*' Nevertheless, should we not expect ‘Abd al- 
Gabbàr to have been notorious in falsafa circles for his critique of 
their views as well as for his attack on the veracity of the transla- 
tions, which provided the basis for their link with the Ancients? After 
all, many controversial subjects were discussed in public at court 
seances (magalis), and in private between students and their teachers. 
How can we conceive that Ibn Sinà was unaware of these views of 
*Abd al-Gabbar, particularly after his stay in Rayy? But did Ibn Sinà 
then seek to defend the falüsifa from ‘Abd al-Gabbār's attack? We 
cannot categorically ascertain this. But in his al-Mabda” wa-l-ma'ád, 
which was written before his stay in Rayy, Ibn Sīnā remarks: 


One more thing remains, and that 1s, one may imagine that the var- 
ious [celestial] objects of desire (mutasawwaqat) are [mere] bodies (ačsām), 
not separated intellects (fugūl mufāraga). Hence it would be as if the 
body which is baser (afass) is imitated by the body (mutasabbahan bi-l- 
čism) which is prior (agdam) and more noble (ašraf).** 


The target of Ibn Sinà's criticism is not mentioned by name. Ten 
years after his stay in Rayy, during the last decade of his life in 


3! The absence of al-Fārābī among the falüsifa attacked by ‘Abd al-Gabbār is 
remarkable. I believe that this is due to his relative obscurity, particularly in the 
circles "Abd al-Gabbar frequented in Basra, Baghdad, and Rayy. 

? [bn Sina, al-Mabda wa-l-ma'ād, ed. ‘Abd Allah Nūrānī, Wisdom of Persia, 36 
(Tehran: McGill University, Institute of Islamic Studies, 1984), 66; Gutas, Avicenna, 292. 
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Isfahan, in the Metaphysics of the Sifa and the Nagat, he elaborated 


on the same theme: 


One more thing remains, and that is, one may imagine that the var- 
ious [celestial] objects of desire are [mere] bodies (ačsām), not sepa- 
rated intellects. Hence it would be as if a body which is baser is 
imitated by a body which is prior and more noble. This is like what 
a group (gawm) of recent so-called Islamic philosophers (ahdat al-mutafal- 
sifa al-islamiya) have supposed, making a muddle of philosophy ( falsafa) 
for they do not understand the goal of the Ancients. Thus we say: 
This is impossible (muhal) because imitation of it [Le., the celestial 
object of desire] requires similarity to its motion, similarity to the direc- 
tion of its motion, and the purpose which it [1.e., the motion] makes 
evident. 


The Sif@ paragraph occurs in the ninth magāla of the Metaphysics, 
which treats central aspects of Ibn Sīnā's metaphysics: the First 
Principle (1.e., God); the emanated celestial beings, their souls, intel- 
lects, motions, activity, desire, and rank; the manner of generation 
of the elements from primary causes; providence; and the return of 
the individual human soul after its separation from the body. Ibn 
Sinà takes the divide between the terrestrial and celestial realms for 
granted. He is adamant in his defense that celestial objects of desire 
whose motions are, in his view, imitated by celestial bodies are sep- 
arated intellects, not bodies. Unlike the account in the Mabda, Ibn 
Sina now tells us that the opponents of this position are recent (ahdat) 
and belong to the Islamic so-called philosophers (mutafalsifa islamiya). 
In Fi LAgram al-ulwiya, Ibn Sina applies the appellation mutafalsifa 
to those who had tried to deal with philosophical questions but had 
gone beyond their depth (and therefore *we do not permit common 
people (màs) to occupy themselves with these sciences ).?* This is 
clearly also true in our passage from the Sif? and Naģāt. 


3 Ibn Sina, ai-Sifz, al-Ilahiyat, ed. S. Dunya, G. Anawati, and S. Zā'id, Revised 
Edition (Cairo: Wizarat at-Taqafa wa-l-Irsad al-Oāwmī, 1960), 399. This question 
was also important for non-Muslim monotheistic communities (as is implied by ‘Abd 
al-Gabbar). A Jewish correspondent asked the Christian faylasif Yahya ibn ‘Adi 
(d. 363/974) to explain to him the argument for, and the doctrine of, the vitality of 
the stars; see Magālāt Yahya ibn ‘Adz, ed. S. Hulayfat (Amman: al-Gami‘a al-Urduniya, 
1988), 325, 333-334. Yahyà's response does not directly address the question. 

? [bn Sina, Fi L- "Adram al-ulwiya, op. cit, 46, 52, 54. Elsewhere in the meta- 
physics of the Sia, in his critique of those who deny universals, he states, “We 
have mentioned this objection (sakk) despite its weakness and absurdity because in 
our day there has arisen a problem (subha) as a result of it, promulgated by a group 
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The passage in the Naģāt differs from the Sif@ passage in one 
significant respect. Instead of an anonymous group, Ibn Sinà names 
Abū l-Hasan al-‘Amiri (d. 381/992) as the proponent of the posi- 
tion which he is attacking.? Like ‘Abd al-Gabbar and Ibn Sina, al- 
*Amiri had also resided in Rayy in the service of the Büyids, but as 
a member at the court of the vizier Abū l-Fadl ibn al-‘Amid (d. 
360/970) during the years 350—365/961—976. He did not therefore 
meet ‘Abd al-Gabbār in Rayy, although he may have met him in 
Baghdad.^ In any case it is quite likely that they knew each other. 
Al-'Amiri's view of celestial beings is found in his Kitab al-Amad "alā 
l-abad whose subject is the afterlife. He begins with the views of 
Greek philosophers, attempting to show that their beliefs were ortho- 
dox even though independent of revelation." Al-'Amiri maintains a 
distinction between the terrestrial and celestial realms and asserts the 
causal influence of celestial bodies on the terrestrial realm. However, 
he discusses only celestial bodies, not celestial souls nor intellects, 
and considers the power of celestial bodies to be natural (fab: 7). In 
contrast, terrestrial rational souls can resist the influences of these 
bodies because their power is voluntary (war). There is no evi- 
dence that al-‘Amiri recognized a celestial hierarchy, nor that he 
considered celestial motion to originate from desire.” Ibn Sina’s epi- 
thet “recent Islamic so-called philosopher” certainly characterizes al- 
‘Amiri. 

Ibn Sina also discussed imitation (tašabbuh) and the object of imi- 
tation (mutasabbah) as they relate to celestial beings in his last major 
work, the /sa@rat, albeit in the characteristic manner of “pointers and 
remarks." These remarks provided Nasir ad-Din at-Tüsi the occa- 
sion to relate the brief remarks here to the discussion in the Sia’ 
and Naģāt: 


(ta^ifa) of those who have floundered in [their] attempt at philosophizing (tafalsafa),” 
as-Syfa^, al-Ilahiyat, 202; c£. Michot's translation in Lbn Sind, Lettre au vizir, *15. 

* Ibn Sina, an-Nagat min al-garq fi bahr ad-dalalat, ed. M.T. Dānišpažūh (Tehran: 
Danisgah-yi Tihran, 1985), 645. The paragraphs in both the Sif@ and the Nagat 
need to be verified with the manuscripts and with each other as the variant read- 
ings as, „5, and 243 are orthographically close but entail different interpretations, 
in particular whether the opponents of this position are just one person or a group 
of persons. See also Gutas, Avicenna, 292. 

3% Le, during al-‘Amirt’s visits to Baghdad in 360/970 and 364/974—75; see 
E. Rowson, A Muslim Philosopher on the Soul and its Fate (New Haven: American 
Oriental Society, 1988), 3-7; Kraemer, Humanism, 223—241. 

37 Rowson, A Muslim Philosopher, 21. 

9 Ibid., 102. 
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Know that one (bad) of the Islamic so-called philosophers (al-mutafal- 
sifa min al-islamiyin) and others inclined to the view that what is imi- 
tated is the [celestial] body (gsm). ... The master refuted this view on 
the basis that this requires similarity of their motions [both] with regards 
to direction (chai), and axes [of revolution] (agtāb)....*% 


Tūsī therefore explicitily tells us that the position which Ibn Sma 
had attacked was held by more than one individual. Tüsrs com- 
ment, it seems, reflects both the Nagat and the Sifr? readings. That 
is to say, [ust acknowledges the one so-called philosopher of the 
Nagat, without naming him, but also the reading of the Šifī?, that 
the position was held by a group which, in Tūsī's opinion, does not 
consist of *so-called philosophers." 

Clearly ‘Abd al-Gabbār and Ibn Sina hold diametrically opposite 
positions on celestial beings. We may describe this opposition as an 
encounter of opposing ideas. As we have seen, kalām in general, and 
‘Abd al-Gabbar in particular, has a position on celestial beings which 
was more radical than that of al-“Amiri and therefore perhaps a bet- 
ter candidate for Ibn Sīnā's critique. Not only does ‘Abd al-Gabbār 
deny celestial souls and intellects, but he also denies any kind of 
influence by celestial objects, even just celestial bodies, on the ter- 
restrial realm, which al-‘Amirt concedes. ‘Abd al-Gabbar even has 
the audacity to claim that some terrestrial objects which are sup- 
portive of life are more deserving of the characteristics the falasifa 
attribute to celestial objects! Could Ibn Sina’s critique then not also 
have been directed towards ‘Abd al-Gabbar in particular or the 
mutakallimūn in general? After all the Sif? and Nagat texts also sup- 
port the reading of “a group of recent Islamic so-called philosophers” 
and this is also consistent with TūsTs reading of the passage in the 
Išārāt." 

While this is indeed a speculative question, I believe that it is 
difficult to answer it categorically in the negative. That is to say, it 
is difficult to imagine how Ibn Sina could not have known about 
the kalām critique of celestial beings and thereby have responded to 
it in his attack on *recent Islamic so-called philosophers." Of course 
this assertion raises a number of issues. We can be justified in main- 
taining that there is an intellectual disagreement between Ibn Sina and 


? [bn Sina, al-Darát wa-t-tanbīhāt, ed. S. Dunya (Cairo: Dar al-Ma'arif, 1957—1960), 
3:574. 
? See note 35. 
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‘Abd al-Gabbār. But can we go further and make the claim that 
from a historical perspective, while Ibn Sma was explicitly arguing 
against the philosophaster al-‘Amiri, he also was engaged in the 
defense of the falsafa position on celestial beings which was under a 
more serious attack by the mutakallimiin? Why then did he not attack 
the mutakallimūn or "Abd al-Gabbār directly by name? I would sug- 
gest that the answer may lie in Ibn Sinà's need to be cautious, and 
caution was dictated by the political vagaries of his time. In the same 
vein we may also ask why he did not identify al-Amiri by name as 
a proponent of the position under attack in the Mabd@ even though 
al-‘Amiri was no longer alive? Was this out of respect for the views 
of a kindred faylasūf? "This seems rather unlikely given the strong 
charge of philosophical pretense. Is it likely that Ibn Sīnā's failure 
to mention al-Amiri previously was grounded in political reality? 
Was Ibn Sinà concerned about alienating patrons, some of whom, 
like the Büyids, were patrons of proponents of positions that he 
attacked, for example, al-"Āmirī and that only later, when it was 
safe to do so, Ibn Sma named al-‘Amiri as holding the position that 
celestial objects were bodies? Or 1s the answer more simple, as Dimitri 
Gutas believes, and grounded in the early Ibn Sinà's customary prac- 
tice of not directly naming opponents?*! We cannot of course answer 
these questions decisively except to note that for some reason Ibn 
Sina decided to name al-‘Amiri in the Naģāt, but not in the Sif? or 
earlier works, and that interestingly this occurred after his probable 
personal encounter with "Abd al-Gabbār in Rayy. 

Leaving aside the question of why Ibn Sma decided to name al- 
‘Amiri in the Nagat, what about the reason for his failure also to 
name the mutakallimün as proponents of the view under attack? Even 
in his critique of what are clearly kalam positions regarding physical 
theory, Ibn Sina refrains in the Sif@ from directly attributing them 
to kalām or the mutakallimün, preferring instead designations like “par- 


tisans of the vacuum” (ashāb al-halā”);** “those who believe that time 


(zaman) ...is an aggregate of instants" (awgāt);** “those who believe 
that bodies are actually constituted out of a finite number of [indi- 


visible] parts,”** etc. In the Risala al-Adhawiya, where he describes 


? Gutas, Avicenna, 292. 

? [bn Sina, ai-Sifa^, at-Tabi yat: as-Samā” at-tabī ī, 116, 123, 145. 
5 Ibid., 151. 

“ [bid., 184—5. 
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the positions of various religious groups on the afterlife, Ibn Sina 
designates one of the groups which "only uphold a physical after- 
life" as “the dialectictans among the Arabs" (ahl al-gadal min al-'arab), 
a clear reference to the mutakallimün.? But this work is in the form 
of a letter to Abū Bakr ibn Muhammad ibn ‘Ubayd and was not 
intended for public dissemination. In the Mubāhatāt, Ibn Sina explic- 
itly mentions the mutakallimün regarding their theory of time and the 
Muttazila regarding their doctrine of existence, the customary course 
of events (iraà^ al-‘Gda), God's knowledge, God's essence, and essence 
and attributes." However, this work, a collection of private discus- 
sions between Ibn Sinà and his students, was also not intended for 
public dissemination.? Similarly the mention of mutakallimün in the 
two sections of the Naģāt 1s not found in the manuscripts but is most 
certainly an editorial addition in the printed text.’ While it is cer- 
tainly obvious that in his publicly available works, the references to 
partisans of the atom or the vacuum, etc., are indeed to the 
mutakallimün, these references identify parücular positions on physi- 
cal theory. I believe that a direct attack on the kalām view of the 
celestial realm in the guise of those who deny that the planets have 
souls or intellects or believe that planets are merely bodies or believe 
that the celestial realm has no influence on the terrestrial realm 
would have exposed Ibn Sīnā's cosmology and metaphysics—with 
its eternal world, emanated beings, celestial spheres, souls, and intel- 
lects, where spheres are moved by souls out of desire to imitate intel- 
lects; the influence of these celestial beings on the terrestrial realm, 
etc.—to “the common people who should not be occupied with these 
sciences.” Such a stance would certainly have compromised Ibn Sina’s 
ability to secure patrons and perhaps even his personal safety. This 


*5 Ibn Sma, al-Adhawiya fi l-ma‘ad, ed. H. ‘Ast (Beirut: al-Mu’assasa al-Gami‘tya 
li-d-Dirāsāt wa-n-Našr wa-t-Tawzi', 1984), 91. 

© Ibid., 85; Life, 104. 

* [bn Sina, Kitāb al-Mubāhatāt, ed. M. Bīdārfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 1413/1992), 
93, 152, 234—235, 241—242, 344. 

* The brief mention of an-Nazzàm in particular or the mutakallimün in general 
in the Risdla ila l-wazir Abi Sad (see Y. Michot, Ibn Stná, Lettre au vizir, 6, 16) should 
also be interpreted in the same vein. 

? Ibn Sina, Nagat, 522, n. 2, 529, n. 1. The symbol g in DanispaZüh's edition 
is not clearly identified in his discussion of the manuscripts and editions of the Naģāt 
(xcix-c) but must refer to the edition printed in Cairo in 1357/1938 by Mubhyī ad- 
Din Sabri al-Kurdī. The section titles are found in the printing "verified and intro- 
duced" by M. Fakhry (Beirut: Dar al-Āfāg al-Gadida, 1985) which is based on the 
Cairo edition. 
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may be the reason why even in the Risdla ft [-makàn, he is restrained 
in his criticism of the views of ‘Abd al-Gabbar or of kalām on space, 
and does not take the opportunity provided to directly attack kalām 
physical theory i toto. Indeed, the ambiguity of the term “recent 
Islamic so-called philosophers" allows for the interpretation that even 
the mutakallimün, who were meddling in philosophical matters, had 
entirely misunderstood the goals of the Ancients. Moreover, naming 
al-‘Amiri in the Nagai passage can be regarded as an excellent foil 
that allowed an attack on the kalām position without explicitly nam- 
ing the mutakallimün as proponents of this position, but nevertheless 
strongly defending the point which is at 1ssue, namely the doctrine 
that celestial beings are not mere bodies. 

For the student of Islamic intellectual history, the encounter between 
‘Abd al-Gabbar and Ibn Sina is both simple and complex. The his- 
torical aspect is simple, based as it is on a few facts. Ibn Sma men- 
tions ‘Abd al-Gabbār in a text and they were simultaneously in Rayy. 
On the other hand, the intellectual aspect of the encounter 1s com- 
plex and is not always readily apparent. Ibn Sima did not influence 
‘Abd al-Gabbar, as the latter was an old man when Ibn Sina was 
in his intellectual prime. Ibn Sinà's influence on kalām belongs to a 
later period, beginning with al-Gazālī. However, the influence of 
‘Abd al-Gabbār on Ibn Sīnā's understanding of the kalām perspec- 
tive on several cosmological problems cannot be dismissed, despite 
difficulties finding direct evidence. I have suggested that "Abd al- 
Gabbar may be the source for Ibn Sīnā's knowledge of the kalām 
debate on physical theory. I have also tried to show that Ibn Sīnā's 
understandable reluctance to identify particular kalām opponents or 
the mutakallimün hinders our ability to make specific claims. If we 
are to find areas of intellectual encounter, we must then examine 
areas common to the programs of kalām and falsafa, in particular 
those areas where their perspectives collide. There are several well- 
known areas of physical theory which we cannot explore because 
texts are unavailable. However, the status of celestial beings 1s an 
area where textual evidence has survived. I have tried to explicate 
the manner of their encounter regarding this question and outline 
evidence for suspecting why the kalām discussion may have played 
a role in Ibn Sinà's discourse on this subject. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


MEDICAL THEORY AND SCIENTIFIC MFTHOD 
IN THE AGE OF AVICENNA 


Dimitri Gutas 


The question of the relationship of theory to scientific method in 
classical Arabic medicine is a key area of research which should lead 
to a better assessment of its strengths and weaknesses and contribute 
to a historical understanding of the course both of its own progression 
and of those of the medical traditions dependent upon it, the medieval 
Latin and the Byzantine. In the present discussion of the issue, I 
will start from the axiomatic position that structures of knowledge, 
and the intellectual and social context in which they are valid, deter- 
mine the nature, methods, and objects of medical research.! In Islamic 
civilization, within which Arabic humoral medicine flourished, the 
structures of knowledge that applied manifest themselves in the pre- 
vailing system of the classification of the sciences and the attendant 
concepts of categorization in the light of which medicine was regarded. 

In late Greek antiquity, and in particular in fifth-sixth century 
Alexandria, scholars erected an elaborate schema of classification of 


! This position is not as ponderous or complex as it sounds; it is actually an ob- 
servation. If we take contemporary North American society as an example, we see 
that medical knowledge, i.e., the various disciplines that collectively produce knowl- 
edge useful for medical theory and practice (biology, biochemistry, pharmacology, 
etc.), is classified under the sciences, one of the three branches of our university 
arts and sciences curriculum, the other two being the social sciences and the human- 
ities. Since medical knowledge is so classified in an intellectual context, it is pre- 
sumed to be attainable necessarily through the method reserved and appropriate 
for the sciences, 1.e., scientific experimentation, while what does not readily fit into 
this construct is not researched and hence not considered scientifically knowable. A 
medical practice from another culture such as acupuncture, for example, appar- 
ently ill-fits our categories of knowledge and remains in an epistemological limbo. 
Second, the social context of the structures of knowledge is equally important in 
this respect. Research into the pathology of the diseases of the human female, for 
example, has lagged behind that of the male due to the latter's dominance histor- 
ically in our society, while pharmacological research is notoriously determined by 
market forces and not by other considerations more germane to medicine fer se, 
such as severity and seriousness of the disease. 
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Aristotle’s works “in which individual treatises corresponded to a 
field of study. The result of this process was that the classification 
of Aristotle’s works became, in effect, a classification of all the sci- 
ences, and hence of all human knowledge." The function of this 
classification was initially descriptive and pedagogical, but later it 
also acquired normative value, purporting to reflect ontological real- 
ity; that is, the sciences are so many and they are so classified because 
reality, the world out there, is so structured. This classification was 
transmitted wholesale into Arabic during the period of the Graeco- 
Arabic translations from the eighth to the tenth centuries, and it 
became, with variations dependent upon the background and ort- 
entation of each scholar, the basis in medieval Islam of the classification 
and instruction of the translated Greek sciences. According to this 
classification—briefly and roughly put—Aristotle’s Organon (i.e., the 
logical works, including the Rhetoric and Poetics, and prefaced by 
Porphyry’s Etsagoge), constituted the canonical nine books on logic, 
the instrument of philosophy. Philosophy proper (or the sciences col- 
lectively) was then divided into theoretical and practical; theoretical 
philosophy was further subdivided into physics (1.e., natural science), 
mathematics, and metaphysics, and practical philosophy into per- 
sonal ethics, household management (i.e., oeconomics), and politics.’ 
Medicine did not figure in this classification. As a result, Arabic 
scholars who inherited this schema and studied the Greek sciences 
in accordance with it, also did not consider medicine as part of the 
core higher curriculum and did not discuss it in this context. 
Some Arabic philosophers and physicians did attempt to present 
medicine in relation to the basic theoretical sciences, but they could 
not break the mold of the transmitted structure of knowledge and 
accordingly ascribed to medicine a marginal place in their classificatory 
schemes. Avicenna (d. 428/1037), for example, in order to accom- 


? D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s 
Philosophical Works, Islamic Philosophy and Theology, Texts and Studies, 4 (Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1988), 150 and the references cited there. 

* For a discussion of the functions of Alexandrian classifications of the sciences 
and for charts depicting their development, see D. Gutas, “Paul the Persian on the 
Classification of the Parts of Aristotle’s Philosophy: a Milestone between Alexandria 
and Bagdad,” Der Islam 60 (1983), 255-67. A more recent general assessment of 
the subject in Arabic scholarship can be found in J. Jolivet, “Classifications of the 
sciences,” in Encyclopedia of the History of Arabic Science, ed. R. Rashed and R. Morelon 
(London: Routledge, 1996), 3:1008—1025. 
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modate the sciences omitted by the schema he inherited, initially 
created a special subcategory of the physical sciences in which to 
put them (Fig. 1). He divided the physical sciences into two, fun- 
damental (aslī) and corollary (a7), and put medicine, along with 
astrology, physiognomy, dream interpretation, magical instruments 
(talismans and magical prescriptions) and alchemy, under the second 
heading,* thus making medicine a corollary or derivative discipline 
of the theoretical science of physics. 


Philosophy. (all sciences) 


m diia cm 


Practical Theoretical 
Ethics (Economics Politics Physics Mathematics Metaphysics 
Fundamental Corollary 
Natural Science Medicine 
Psychology Astrology 
Zoology, etc. Magic, etc. 


Fig. 1. Avicenna, The Division of the Intellectual Sciences 


Later in his life, Avicenna changed his mind and demoted medicine 
even further. In the introduction to one of his last summae of all 
philosophy, The Easterners, he divided at the very outset all sciences 
into two, fundamental and corollary, eventually subdividing the for- 
mer into the theoretical and practical, while relegating medicine, 
along with agriculture, astrology, etc., to the corollary or derivative 
group.” In this classification, medicine stops being a theoretical sci- 
ence at any level (Fig. 2). 


+ J. Michot, “Les sciences physiques et métaphysiques selon la Risala fi Agsām al- 
‘Ulum d'Avicenne, Essai de traduction critique,” Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 22 
(1980), 66-7. 

? Ibn Sina, Mantiq al-Mašrigīyīn (Cairo: Matba'at al-Mu'ayyad, 1328/1910), p. 5. 
For details on this work, see my Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 115£, and 
*Avicenna's Eastern (Oriental) Philosophy: Nature, Contents, Transmission," Arabic 
Sciences and Philosophy 10 (2000), 159—180. 
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Philosophy (all sciences) 


IET sl 


Corollary Fundamental 
Medicine we 
Astrology 
Agriculture, etc. Non-Logic Logic 
Theoretical Practical 
etc. etc. 


Fig. 2. Avicenna, The Easterners 


An older contemporary of Avicenna, and reportedly one of his teach- 
ers of medicine, Abū Sahl al-Masihi (d.c. 401/1010), similarly classified 
medicine as an applied (mihnī) particular science. As such, on the 
one hand it is contrasted both with the particular theoretical sci- 
ences of mathematics (geometry, arithmetic, astronomy, music, and 
optics) and with the universal sciences of physics and metaphysics, 
and on the other it is grouped together with mechanics, agriculture, 
and alchemy (Fig. 3).° 


The Philosophical Sciences 


El ee 


Particular Sciences Universal Sciences Practical. Sciences 


"db 


Theoretical Applied 


Geometry Mechanics Physics Ethics 
Arithmetic Medicine Metaphysics Politics 
Astronomy Agriculture (Economics 
Astrology Alchemy 

Music 

Optics 


Fig. 3. Abū Sahl al-Masihi, The Categories of the Philosophical Sciences 


9 See the complete schema of his classification given in Gutas, Avicenna, 151. It 
is interesting to contrast with such classificatory schemata current in Arabic medi- 
cine the Salernitan model discussed by D. Jacquart, ““Theorica’ et ‘practica’ dans 
l'enseignement de la médecine à Salerne au XII" siècle,” in Vocabulaire des écoles et 
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This understanding of the place of medicine among the sciences, 
although ultimately derived from Greek principles, nevertheless differs 
significantly from that of Galen, for example, because the social and 
intellectual context in which medicine was discussed by Galen on 
the one hand and by the Arabic physicians like Avicenna on the 
other was different. Galen put forward his own discussion of the 
principles of medicine at a time when the Rationalist, Methodist, 
and Empiricist schools of medicine were living and viable competi- 
tors, deriving their respective philosophical underpinnings from the 
active philosophical currents of the early Empire: Skepticism, Stoicism, 
Middle Platonism, and Aristotelianism. "The Aristotelianism of Galen's 
time, moreover, was still in a process of development and had not 
yet been codified into the “transformed” Aristotelianism (to use 
Sorabji’s depiction) of the sixth-century Alexandrian scholars. By con- 
tradistinction, Galenic medicine in Arabic had only this latter, trans- 
formed version of Aristotelianism from which to draw its epistemological 
theory, while it knew of the other schools of medicine only as inci- 
dents in past history recounted in Galen’s work “On the Sects for 
Beginners” and related treatises.’ 

Arabic philosophers and physicians thus viewed and studied med- 
icine as a derivative and practical science not worthy of inclusion in 
the roster of theoretical sciences. Accordingly, the question of the 
source of its philosophical (and epistemological) underpinnings they 
could answer only in the context of the Aristotelian theory which 
stated that the first principles of every science are to be sought and 
discussed not in that science itself but in a higher science. In the 
introduction to his famous Canon of Medicine Avicenna put the mat- 
ter succinctly: 


des méthodes d'enseignement au Moyen Age, ed. O. Weijers (Turnhout: Brepols, 1992), 
105; reprinted in her La science médicale occidentale entre deux renaissances (XII? s.—XV* s.) 
(Hampshire: Variorum, 1997), no. VIL. 

7 Arabic physicians were well aware of the lapse of time since Galen's days and 
of the irrelevance in their own time of the sects recounted in Galen's works. As a 
matter of fact, it appears that some of them used this fact to argue in favor of 
studying not the integral Galen but only the medical distillation of his works as 
represented in later, both Greek and Arabic, compendia and digests, the Summaria 
Alexandrinorum (Gawāmi" al-Iskandaraniyin) and their derivatives. See the arguments 
against the position in Ibn Gumay‘, Treatise to Salah ad-Din on the Revival of the Art 
of Medicine, ed. and tr. H. Fāhndrich, Abhandlungen für die Kunde des Morgenlandes, 
vol. 46,3 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1983), 88 84—5. 
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The physician, 1n his capacity as physician, should act as follows: for 
some medical matters he must form only cognitive concepts (tasawwur) 
of what they are and grant assent (fasdīg) that they, in fact, exist? 
merely on the basis that they have been posited for his acceptance by 
the specialist of Physics [natural science], while for other medical mat- 
ters he should provide demonstrative proofs in his discipline. He should 
accept on authority that whatever among the former set is like a first 
principle exists, because the first principles of particular sciences are 
taken as granted [in those sciences] and proven demonstratively only 
in other and prior sciences. [This process continues] in this fashion 
until the first principles of all sciences are ultimately studied in the sci- 
ence of Metaphysics. 


Were a physician to begin discussing the proof of temperament, the 
clements, etc.—all of these things being posited for him in Physics— 
he would be making a double error because, first, he would be intro- 
ducing into medicine something which does not belong to it, and 
second, he would be thinking that he is explaining something while 
[in reality] he will not have explained it at all. 


The things about which the physician must form concepts of what 
they are, and which, though not immediately obvious, he must accept 
on authority that they, in fact, exist, are the following: the elements, 
their existence and their number; the temperaments, their existence 
and their number; the humors, their existence, their number and their 
quality; the faculties, their existence, their number and their location; 
the pneumata (vital spirits), their existence, their number and their 
location; and that every state changes or remains stable [only] on 
account of some cause, and the number of the causes. 


As for the organs and their use, the physician must come to know 
them through [personal] perception [or: palpation, hiss] and anatomy 
(tašrīh). 


* As always, Avicenna posits as the primary stages of all cognition the two men- 
tal acts fasawwur and tasdīg. In the very first chapter of the logic of an-Naģāt (ed. 
Cairo, 1331/1912, 3—4), he describes these two terms as follows: “Every [kind of] 
cognizance and knowledge is either forming concepts or granting assent. Forming 
concepts is the primary knowledge and is acquired by definition or whatever is 
analogous to it, like our forming a concept about what man is. Granting assent 1s 
acquired only through syllogism or whatever is analogous to it, like our granting 
assent to [the statement] that the universe has an origin.” Although these two con- 
cepts in Arabic logic have been much discussed, it would appear that they were 
ultimately inspired by the beginning paragraphs of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, as 
very perspicaciously observed by ‘Abd al-Latif al-Bagdadi (of whom more below), 
in his unpublished Aztab an-Nasthatayn, MS Bursa Hüseyin Celebi 823, f. 91v. 
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The things about which the physician must form concepts and for 
which he must provide demonstrative proof are the following: diseases, 
their particular causes, and their symptoms; how to eliminate disease 
and preserve health. Whatever of these things is not manifest, the 
physician should provide proof for it by stating in details its parts, its 
extent, and its duration.” 


This introductory passage of the Canon, which reflects what had pre- 
ceded in Arabic medicine and determines most, if not all, subse- 
quent developments, establishes the epistemology that 1s valid for all 
parts of medicine: the theory and principles of humoral pathology are to 
be accepted as given in natural science (Physics) and their investi- 
gation is declared off-limits to the physician. 

At this point some clarifications are in order about the terms “the- 
ory” and “practice” in this context because they are not unequivo- 
cal and it is necessary to define precisely to what they refer. As is 
well known, ever since Alexandrian medicine in late antiquity, med- 
icine was divided into two major parts, theory (Oeopta) and practice 
(xpaxtucm). This subdivision reappears also throughout Arabic med- 
icine, from Hunayn ibn Ishaq’s Mudhal (the Latin Isagoge Iohannitii) 
to Avicenna’s Canon and beyond." Avicenna takes great pains to 
specify what he means by “theory” and “practice”: theory (nazar; 
alm) he says is “knowledge of the principles of medicine (mu usüli 
t-ttbb),” while practice (‘amal) is “knowledge of how to practice med- 
icine” (imu kayfiyati mubāšaratihī), or knowledge of procedural guide- 
lines. Thus, Avicenna insists that both parts consist of knowing something 
and not actually practicing it." For practice of medicine, Avicenna 
had another term, taērība (experience, the Greek xeipa) which he 
mentions not in this context in the Canon, but in the Autobiography: 


? Ibn Sina, a/-Oānūn fī t-tibb, ed. I. al-Oašš and ‘A. Zay'ür (Beirut: ‘Izz ad-Din, 
1413/1993), 1:15-16 (= Būlāg ed., 1:5). 

10 See the discussion and references by D. Jacquart, ““Theorica’ et practica," 
102-4. 

! [bn Sina, a/-Oānūn, 1:13-14 (= Būlāg ed., 1:3). Cf. D. Jacquart, L'enseignement 
de la médecine: quelques termes fondamentaux," in Méthodes et instruments du travail 
intellectuel au Moyen Age: Etudes sur le vocabulaire, ed. O. Weijers (Turnhout: Brepols, 
1990), 107—8; reprinted in her La science médicale occidentale, no. XII. The Latin trans- 
lation by Gerard of Cremona of Avicenna's text cited here is literal but inaccurate: 
kayfiyat mubasaratihi is rendered as operandi qualitas, which does not mean precisely 
what Avicenna says, “how to practice medicine.” One wonders to what extent this 
inaccuracy may have caused some of the difficulties in the relationship between the- 
orica and practica traced by Jacquart. 
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Medicine is not one of the difficult sciences and therefore I excelled 
at it in a very short time, to the point that distinguished physicians 
began to study medicine with me. I cared for the sick, and there 
opened up to me indescribable possibilities of therapy which can only 
be acquired through experience." 


According to Avicenna, then, there are four gradations between pure 
theory and sheer practice when it comes to medical matters: (a) “the 
theory of the theory of medicine,” 1.e., the theoretical foundation of 
medicine which provides the bases and proves the principles of the 
craft (senda = téyvy) of medicine, is discussed in Physics or natural 
science—it is outside of medicine; (b) “the theory of medicine itself,” 
i.e., the theoretical part of the craft of medicine, which consists of 
knowing these principles in the form of doxography (Avicenna says 
in the same passage in the beginning of the Canon that one acquires 
“convictions,” itigäd, through it); (c) “the theory of practice,” or the 
practical part of the craft of medicine, which consists of knowing, 
also in a doxographic form, the procedural guidelines for the appli- 
cation of medicine (Avicenna says in the same passage that one 
acquires “opinions,” ray, about it); and (d) “the practice itself,” i.e., 
experience, observation, and sense perception (hiss, as in the passage 
above), which constitute the actual practice of medicine—these also 
lie outside the craft of medicine proper. These four gradations of 
Avicenna’s classification are outlined in Figure 4. 

What this schema means then is that medicine, as an intellectual 
discipline, includes only items (b) and (c)—theory of medicine and 
theory of the practice of medicine—and these are the subjects of 
medical instruction and research. A theoretical or “academic” physi- 
cian who was not interested in treating the sick would thus be con- 
sidered as knowing all of medicine were he to study just these two 
parts—(b) and (c)—1i.e., the subjects actually treated in the Arabic 
medical textbooks written in the course of Islamic civilization. The 


? Gutas, Avicenna, 27. The translation of the last sentence above is by M. Ullmann 
in his review of W.E. Gohlman’s The Life of Ibn Sina in Der Islam 52 (1975), 148-151, 
which should also be consulted for the significance of the term taģriba here. Cf. also 
the discussion of the mugarrabat in his Die Medizin im Islam (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1970), 
311-313. Avicenna says that medicine is not difficult because, in accordance with 
his classification of it in the hierarchy of the sciences, as mentioned above, he does 
not consider it a theoretical science in need of syllogistic demonstration, but only 
an applied or corollary science that can be learned through rote memorization and, 
he adds, experience; see the discussion in Gutas, Avicenna, 190. 
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(b) theory of medicine (c) theory of the practice 


of medicine 
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Fig. 4. The gradations of medical engagement in relation 
to Avicenna’s classification of the sciences 
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activities of the practicing physician on the other hand must neces- 
sarily extend to cover also item (d), the practice of medicine, which, 
however, lies outside of the intellectual discipline or craft of medi- 
cine. This 1s so because, in addition to knowing the theory of medi- 
cine and the theory of its practice, the practitioner must necessarily 
engage in diagnosis, or diagnostic pathology, and therapy (including, 
by definition, surgery, regimen, and pharmacology). Now all of these 
are to be known by means of a scientific method that consists of a 
combination of theoretical medical knowledge, reasoning, observa- 
tion, and testing, as I will discuss. In terms of the ancient schools 
of medicine, Avicenna is advocating essentially Galenic Rationalism, 
or a mixture of the Empiricist method tempered by Rationalism. 

The scientific method hinted at by Avicenna is futher delineated 
in the work of one of his contemporaries, Ibn Hindi. Before turn- 
ing to him, however, it 1s necessary to point to another germinal 
idea of Aristotle which, coupled with Galen's pronouncements about 
the origins of medicine, contributed to the formulation of the scientific 
method. 

In the epilogue of the Sophistic: Elenchi (193b16—-184b8) and in the 
context of specifying his own contributions to logic, Aristotle describes 
the progress of knowledge in general. At first, he says, the particu- 
lars of a science are applied in practice without knowledge of its 
rules and principles; second, somebody discovers the basis of this sci- 
ence, but because the “beginning of anything is the most important 
and hence the most difficult” (uéytotov yàp tows apy xavtóc, Gonep 
héyetar, 610 koi YoAEr@tatov, 183b23), little progress is made by that 
person; subsequent generations, finally, through continuous elabora- 
tions and new discoveries, grant the discipline “amplitude” (nāfdog). 
This depiction of the progress of knowledge was seized upon by 
Alexandrian scholars in late antiquity who used it to develop a styl- 
ized conception of the history of philosophy and science. Avicenna, 
borrowing directly from them, continued this trend and fashioned a 
dynamic conception of the development of the sciences in continu- 
ous progress through the accumulated knowledge of generations of 
scientists. ? 


5 See Gutas, Avicenna, 202ff and 219ff for a full discussion of the implications 
of this notion for the philosophical work of Avicenna. 
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Ibn Hindū (d. 410 or 420/1019 or 1029) applied the same con- 
ception to the history and method of medicine, adding to it Galen's 
occasional remarks about the origins of medical reasoning. In his 
apologetic tract in defense of medicine against its detractors, 7/e Key 
to Medicine (Miftāh at-tibb), he describes as follows the origins of 
medicine: 


Reason discovers medicine by first adopting principles from things that 
are the result of chance, or intentionally tried, or learned from dreams, 
or observed from the instinct[ive acts] of animals; then it proceeds 
from them toward setting thought in motion and empowering ana- 
logical reasoning; those principles are thus strengthened and corollar- 
ies are built upon them." 


The development of medicine, and the scientific method followed in 
the process, are described by Ibn Hindu in the following passage: 


Man first observes (rasada) the beneficial and harmful effects which ch- 
matic and environmental factors, foods, drinks, and medications have 
upon his body and the bodies of others, and how they repel disease 
from bodies. He then draws analogous conclusions (gāsa 'alá) on the 
basis of the firm knowledge he has of these things, and derives, through 
a process of reasoning, similar cases [where the same effects could be 
expected.] Then other people come after him who receive his knowl- 
edge, add to it, and increase it by performing the same observations 
and drawing the same analogous conclusions. All this eventually leads 
to the appearance of the craft of medicine: it becomes firmly rooted 
in the minds of its practitioners and devotees until they come to under- 
stand every disease from its symptoms and signs; they also understand 
the treatment that each requires because they are familiar with its 
causes and certain that something is resisted by its opposite. 


For this is the case with every discipline, as Aristotle said: it begins 
with successive small increments discovered by one individual after 
another, until when one person forms a conception of these small 
increments and combines the pieces of information, the ability which 


" Ibn Hindū, Miftāh at-tibb wa-minhag at-tullāb, ed. M. Muhaqqiq and M.T. 
Danišpažūh, Mašmū'ah-yi Tarib-i ‘Ulam dar Islam, 1 (Tehran: Mu'assasah-yi 
Mutala‘at-i Islami, 1989), 49—50. Ibn Hindū's immediate sources here would appear 
to be Galen's “On the Sects for Beginners,” ch. 2, and “An Outline of Empiricism,” 
ch. 2; see M. Frede, Galen, Three Treatises on the Nature of Science (Indiana: Hackett 
Publishing Company, 1985), 4—5 and 24—5. For Ibn Hindü's work on medicine in 
general, see F. Rosenthal, “The Defense of Medicine in the Medieval Muslim 
World,” Bulletin of the History of Medicine 43 (1969), 519—532; repr. in his Science and 
Medicine in Islam, Variorum Collected Series, CS 300 (Aldershot: Variorum, 1990), 
no. VIII. 
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in this fashion comes about in his mind acquires the status of a craft 
while he, in accordance with the extent to which he actualizes this 
ability, deserves to be called proficient and skilled.” This is what the 
philosophers who discovered the craft of medicine did. [. . .] 


Philosophers undertook to observe (tarassud) chance happenings, derive 
information about specific instances by means of testing (tagriba), and 
draw analogous conclusions (qiyds ‘ald) on the basis of principles com- 
ing about through observation (rasad) and personal inspection (musahada). 
By means of this procedure there arose the medical craft among the 
Hindus, Persians, and Greeks, who derived benefit from it and dis- 
tinguished themselves from the other pre-Islamic nations (like the Arabs, 
Turks, Slavs, and Africans) who relied upon the action of nature in 
caring for their bodies.'® 


In this passage we observe the rudiments of an experimental scientific 
method. The dialectical interplay between observation and theory 
feeding each other is clearly indicated, while the principle of the 
reproducibility of an experiment which we hold as one of the cri- 
teria of such a method 1s also expressed: “Then other people come 
after him who receive his knowledge, add to it, and increase it by 
performing the same observations and drawing the same analogous conclusions? 
(emphasis added). 

Having established this, however, it is necessary to make several 
further observations. First, this method was applied only to diagno- 
sis and therapy (level [d] in Figure 4), never to the theory of humoral 
pathology (level [a] in Figure 4), since, as Avicenna (and others) said 
and believed, that was the domain of the theoretical philosopher 
dealing with natural science (Physics). Second, and because of the 
first, a theoretical discussion of medical epistemology such as this is 
not to be sought in Arabic (text)books of medicine because what 
they include is the theories of medical principles and practice (lev- 
els [b] and [c] in Figure 4), not method; it has to be elicited implic- 
itly from other sources. Such a discussion by its very nature, and 
because it applies to diagnosis and therapy, is in essence a descrip- 
tion of a practice, not of a theory and, as was evident in the discus- 
sion of Avicenna’s analyses, medical practice (level [d] in Figure 4) 


5 This passage represents an expert combination of Aristotle’s views of the devel- 
opment of the sciences from the epilogue of Sophistici Elenchi with Galen’s statements 
about the formation of a physician in “On the Sects for Beginners,” ch. 2, Frede, 
Three Treatises, 4. 

^ Ibn Hindi, Miftāh at-tibb, 11.12—12.8, 12.13-17. 
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itself does not belong to the craft of medicine (levels [b] and [c] in 
Figure 4). This attitude 1s naturally not only Avicenna's. In ancient 
and medieval medical writings, whatever the language (Greek, Arabic, 
Latin), description of practices as supporting theory, including specific 
case histories, was the exception and not the rule. It would appear 
that the mental disposition behind this general aversion to describ- 
ing specific practices in the context of a discussion of theoretical sub- 
jects was—what I would call the evil legacy of Platonism—the belief 
that a single incident, as opposed to a universally valid theory, was 
ephemeral, not universally applicable by its very nature, and hence 
not to be recorded, since it did not provide useful knowledge to 
other people and other times. This fact, however, which has to do 
with social and intellectual conventions of documentation, should not 
lead us, through a faulty argument e sentio to the conclusion that 
practices that were not recorded did not in fact actually take place. 

This method of observation and testing was applied to the prac- 
lice of medicine—that is, to diagnostic pathology and therapy—but 
not to the theory of humoral pathology. Because, however, it 1s not 
to be found in medical textbooks, little systematic research on it has 
been conducted by modern scholarship, and its nature and extent 
have to be implicitly drawn from all available evidence." Ibn Hindü 
again gives us an example, drawn from Galen, which clearly pre- 
sents its nature. Wanting to cure scabby pus-filled wounds, Galen 
knew that he had to apply medication that would clean the wound 
and help it grow healthy tissue. One salve that he knew was exces- 
sively effective in cleansing the wound, to the point of cauterization, 
while another (knpwth), rather than cleansing the wound, added to 
the impurities. He thought to combine the two salves so that they 
would mutually eliminate their extreme effects. “Having discovered 
this by means of analogical reasoning, he tested the compound, and 
found it in fact to be so.”'* 

Pharmacology appears to be the area where this method was most 
consistently applied. We have numerous statements that this was so 


U The evidence in Arabic in this regard has yet to be thoroughly and consis- 
tently investigated; for an impressionistic sketch, see F. Klein-Franke, Vorlesungen über 
die Medizin im Islam, Sudhofts Beihefte 23 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1982) ch. VII 
(“Die empirische Medizin”), 95-100. The evidence in Latin is in the process of 
being better investigated; see D. Jacquart, La science médicale occidentale, xiv—xvii. 


? [bn Hindi, Miftāh at-tibb, 46—7. 
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from various sources. The philosopher al-Fārābī (d. 339/950—1), for 
example, toward the end of his Enumeration of the Sciences, makes the 
following incidental statement: 


The physician can become perfect in his treatment only by means of 
two capabilities. One is his ability to command the general principles 
and rules which he acquires from books on medicine. The second 1s 
the ability that comes to him through lengthy application to practic- 
ing medicine upon the sick, and the experienced judgment (hunka) con- 
cerning this practice [that comes about] through lengthy testing (¢agriba) 
and personal inspection (musahada) of the bodies of individuals. By 
means of the latter ability the physician is in a position to regulate 
the dosage ( yugaddīr) of the medications and therapy according to each 
individual body and each individual case.” 


Al-Maégisi (the Haly Abbas of the Latins, d.c. 380/990) says in the 
introduction to his al-Aitab al-Malakī that medication is necessarily 
different in different climes; the people of Iraq, for example, reject 
Greek drugs and develop their own, based on their own experience 
and testing (tagriba).*° 

The actual pharmacology practiced in Arabic medicine, however, 
has been very little researched, if at all.2! What is needed is an inves- 
tigation into the medicinal properties, from the biochemical point of 
view, of the vast materia medica and drug prescriptions in Arabic phar- 
macology. For example, in the Dispensatorium of al-Kindi (d. after 
256/870), a prescription for black bile diseases, or mental disorders, 
contains thirty-six ingredients, including opium (afyiin) and henbane 
(bang).” Even to a non-specialist in pharmacology it is obvious that 
at least these two narcotics are the active ingredients, which explains 
why they should be prescribed for mental disorders. ‘The question, 
however, is with the other ingredients, as well as the active ingredients 
in all the other prescriptions, which are not immediately obvious. 


9 Al-Farabi, Ifsā” al-ulüm, in Abū Nasr al-Farabi, Kitab al-Milla wa-nusūs ubrd, ed. 
M. Mahdi (Beirut: Dar al-Mašrig, 1968), 71:4—8. 

” Facsimile edition published under the title Kitāb as-Sinā'a at-tibbiya/ The Complete 
Medical Art by F. Sezgin (Frankfurt am Main: Institut für Geschichte der Arabisch- 
Islamischen Wissenschaften, 1985), 1:7.1 

* For a general assessment, see A. Dietrich, “Islamic Sciences and the Medieval 
West: Pharmacology,” in Islam and the Medieval West, ed. K.I. Semaan (Albany, New 
York: SUNY, 1980), 50—63. 

? M. Levey, The Medical Formulary or Agrābādhīn of al-Kindi (Madison: University 
of Wisconsin Press, 1966), 198. 
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The same considerations as in pharmacology also apply to surgery. 
Galen's anatomy was always the starüng point, but 1t was at times 
superseded, by following the scientific method based on observation 
and testing, and tacitly emended. Testimony to this is borne out 
by the advances in surgery effected by the Andalusian az-Zahrāwī 
(d. after 400/1009), the detailed and scientific analysis of which has 
yet to be undertaken.? 

Galen, moreover, was not above being openly criticized by Arabic 
physicians, both in philosophy and in medicine. With specific refer- 
ence to anatomy we have the testtmony of the scholar, philosopher, 
and physician *Abd al-Latif al-Bagdadi (d. 629/1231) who, after per- 
sonal inspection of over two thousand human skulls, observed against 
Galen that the lower jaw-bone is made of one suture-less bone, not 
of two bones joined at the chin. Having made the observation, he 
concluded by restating as follows the epistemological foundation of 
the scientific method to be followed in medicine. By observing the 
skeletons, he says, 


[W]e gained knowledge not obtainable from books, because books 
either do not mention [these facts that we observed] at all, or indi- 
cate them insufficiently, or their contents are contradictory to our obser- 
vations—but sense perception (hiss, cf. Avicenna's passage quoted above) 
is a stronger guide than learning from books. For although Galen had 
reached the highest degree of cautious inquiry in the task which he 
undertook and reported, sense perception tells the truth better than he.?! 


Similar remarks by other Arabic physicians may be found strewn in 
the vast literature of Arabic medicine that has yet to be edited from 
the manuscripts and translated, let alone studied.? Nevertheless, even 
at this preliminary stage of investigation into Arabic medicine, the 
following summary remarks would appear to be warranted by the 
discussion thus far. 


* Gf. the comment by M. Ullmann, Die Medizin im Islam, 149, n. 5: “Uber die 
Chirurgie des abū l-Oàsim [as-Zahrāwī] ist manches geschrieben worden, weniges 
jedoch von berufener Hand.” 

** «Abd al-Latīf al-Bagdadi, The Eastern Key, tr. K.H. Zand, and J.A. and LE. 
Videan (London: Allen and Unwin, 1965), 274. See further the references cited in 
Ullmann, Medizin, 67—8. 

? See, for example, the similar statements made by the great physician Ibn an- 
Nafis (d. 687/1288) based on his anatomical observations, cited by A. Dallal, 
“Science, Medicine, and Technology," in The Oxford History of Islam, ed. J.L. Esposito 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 1:1225b. 
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In general, it seems clear, as I have tried to show, that the bases, 
or elements, of scientific method and experimentation, as we would 
define them, were known and ascribed to by scientists in Arabic 
medicine. Nevertheless, it is also clear that Arabic medicine, for all 
its advances and its progressive character, in comparison with Byzan- 
tine Greek and Latin medicine in the early Middle Ages, ultimately 
never went beyond Galenism and Avicennism. The causes for this 
are manifold. 

In the first place, the scientific method implicit in the works briefly 
noted here was not applied beyond the narrowly practical concerns 
of diagnostic pathology, therapy, and pharmacology. As a result, the 
medical epistemology upon which it was based was not discussed in 
a theoretical (1.e., epistemological) context because the question was 
not posed in the context of medicine as a theoretical science: within 
the received and canonized classification of the sciences in Islamic 
civilization, medicine was a practical and applied craft whose prin- 
ciples were to be sought outside of itself. What discussion there was, 
was either incidental or in the context of apologetic or protreptic 
discourse, and hence the question did not receive the serious analy- 
sis that it might otherwise have. 

Second, the principles of observation (farassud) and testing (tačrība) 
by means of the senses (hiss), although correctly placed at the heart 
of the medical epistemological process, had no real object to which 
they could systematically be applied as long as the received dogma 
of theoretical humoral pathology could not be altered either by the 
anatomy which was learned in actual practice by generation after 
generation of physicians, or by therapy that proved effective on the 
basis of whatever pharmacological or surgical advances had been 
made. This is because the principles upon which humoral pathol- 
ogy are based were to be found in Physics (natural science) and as 
such were off-limits to, or not to be questioned by, those medical 
practitioners most able to effect a change on the basis of their dis- 
coveries. In concrete terms, what this meant, if we take Avicenna’s 
four gradations of medical engagement (see Fig. 4), is that the the- 
ory of the theory of medicine (level [a]), as part of Physics, could 
not be altered by information based on experience or testing gained 
in the practice of medicine at level (d)—levels (a) and (d) were not 
in contact and could not influence each other. The contact, in the 
case of a practicing physician, was between the theory of practice 
and practice itself—levels (c) and (d)—but the results gained in this 
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fashion were ad hoc solutions to medical problems of specific patients; 
again, they were never generalized to the level of medical theory so 
that they could influence level (b), let alone level (a), the theory of 
medical theory. 

Third, and as a corollary to the preceding, medicine, given the 
status accorded to it in the classification of the sciences, never became 
part of the mainstream theoretical academic curriculum; it was only a 
practcal craft, learned and transmitted mostly by way of appren- 
ticeship, in the hospitals. Al-Maģūsī makes the recommendation 
explicitly. He says that young physicians should become interns in 
hospitals and attach themselves to professors of medicine in order 
to treat patients." 

Thus, the theoretical and epistemological underpinnings of medi- 
cine, although known and incidentally described, never became the 
focus of discussion and argumentation that would have helped its 
advancement. Given this structural deficiency in the theory and prac- 
tice of medicine that separated them into two separate fields not in 
mutual communication, the scientific method described by a scholar 
like Ibn Hindū had no sources from which to rejuvenate itself other 
than the received wisdom of Galenic humoral pathology, and it nec- 
essarily lost its heuristic power. 

These factors were certainly operative in Arabic medicine, and 
they would seem also to have played a similar inhibiting role in 
medieval Latin and Byzantine medicine, which derive directly from 
it, for there also we see a similar inability for experience gained from 
practice to dissociate itself from the theory of humoral pathology. It 
should be remembered that the very same Canon of Medicine by 
Avicenna whose theoretical introduction I quoted above was the 
main textbook in European medical faculties well into the seven- 
teenth century. 

If, then, the immediate cause for the inability of Arabic medicine 
and its Latin and Byzantine Greek extensions to develop into exper- 
imental medicine prior to the seventeenth century are to be sought 
neither in its theoretical position, which was fully cognizant of scientific 
epistemology, nor in its scientific method, which manifestly contained 


2 See B.N. Sehsuvaroglu, “Bimaristan,” in E7”, 1:1225b, middle; and S. Sajjadi, 
“Bimarestan,” in ŁIr, 4:257b, second half. 
US Rab as-Sinā'a at-tibbiya (i.e., al-Kītāb al-Malakī), op. cit., 10.2ff. 
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significant elements of experimentation, but in the structures of knowl- 
edge in the respective traditions, the distant causes are certainly to 
be found in the societies that fostered these structures of knowledge 
in pre-modern Europe and the Near East. Alternatively put, the 
guestion is what had changed in Western European society by the 
seventeenth century that generated different structures of knowledge 
which enabled the scientific methods inherited from humoral medi- 
cine to develop into modern experimental medicine—but that is a 
different subject. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


BODIES, SOULS AND RESURRECTION IN AVICENNA'S 
AR-RISĀLA AL-ADHAWIYA FI AMR AL-MAĀD 


Tanq Jaffer 


Although Avicenna devotes much of his treatise ar-Risála al-Adhawiya 
fi amr al-maGd' to a refutation of various doctrines on the fate of 
the soul, his ultimate intention is to offer a solution to the problems 
of personal identity and individual immortality. These problems are 
evident throughout the treatise, particularly in the refutation of the 
Mu tazilī position on the “return” (mad), for Avicenna uses an argu- 
ment from personal identity to refute the doctrine that resurrection 
belongs to bodies only. Avicenna’s own argument in favor of a philo- 
sophical “return” contains two demonstrations; first, that the iden- 
tity of man resides in his soul, and second, that the soul is a separate, 
immaterial and, hence, immortal substance. The intention of this 
paper is to offer an exegesis of Avicenna’s refutation of the opponents 
of the Adhawiya, including the mutakallimiin and those who support 
metempsychosis (ahl at-tanàsuf). 

In the Adhawiya, Avicenna refutes three principal doctrines on the 
subject of the fate of the soul.* The first two doctrines belong to the 
kalām schools in Islam, and the third belongs to those who support 
metempsychosis (fanásuf). Although Avicenna does not refer to the 


! Avicenna, Epistola sull vita futura, al-Risāla al-Adhawiya fi [-ma'ad, I: Testo arabo, 
traduzione, introduzione e note, ed. Francesca Lucchetta (Padova: Antenore, 1969) [here- 
after Adhawiya]. For a general description of the 1ssues involved in Avicenna's dis- 
cussion, along with useful notes, see J.R. Michot, La destinée de l'homme selon Avicenna 
(Louvain: Aedibus Peeters, 1986), 141. 

> The return (ma@d) is defined in the first chapter of the treatise: ^... its real 
meaning is the place or situation which a thing was in, then separates from, then 
returns to; then, [it means] transportation to the first state or place, or to the place 
which is a man’s becoming after death" (Adhawiya, 17). Avicenna states his own 
position on the subject in the clearest possible terms: “If it is false that the return 
belongs to the body only, and if it is false that it belongs to the body and soul 
together, and if it is false that it is for the soul by way of metempsychosis, then 
the return belongs to the soul alone. ..." (Adhawiya, 139). 


ec 
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mutakallimün by name (he refers to them as ahl al-gadal min al-‘arab), 
al-Gazālī's Tahāfut al-falàsifa indicates that the doctrines of bodily res- 
urrection and the joint resurrection of the body and soul belong to 
the kalam. Avicenna’s objections to the theological doctrines of res- 
urrection are rooted in a deeper dispute over personal identity and 
the nature of the self. The brunt of Avicenna's argument is that the 
kalām doctrines are unable to account for the continuity of personal 
identity through time. In his refutation of metempsychosis, the third 
and final doctrine he refutes, Avicenna does not specify his oppo- 
nents. Since Greek and Islamic doctrines of metempsychosis were 
well known by this time, Avicenna could have had any number of 
thinkers in mind when he attacked this doctrine. In his refutation 
of metempsychosis, Avicenna disregards the principal objection of 
those who support metempsychosis: if human souls are separate sub- 
stances, and do not transmigrate with the corruption of the body, 
then there would be an actual infinity of coexisting separate souls, 
but this is impossible since the actual infinite is impossible.* Instead, 
he refutes a claim inherent in their doctrine, namely that the soul 
pre-exists the body. 


The Refutation of the Kalam Positions 


Avicenna’s arguments against his opponents begin in the third chap- 
ter of the Adhawiya. The first doctrine Avicenna refutes belongs to 
a group of theologians who hold that life is an accident created in 
the body. Avicenna presents this doctrine as follows: 


Those who uphold that resurrection is for the body only are a group 
of dialecticians who believe that the body alone is animal and human 
through a life and a humanity created in it. These [latter] are two 
accidents, death being their non-existence in them or that [ie., an 
accident] which is contrary to them. In the second life there is cre- 


? Avicenna’s predecessor Abū Bakr ar-Rāzī (d. 935) is a possible candidate; see 
Th.-A. Druart, “Al-Razi’s Conception of the Soul: Psychological Background to his 
Ethics,” Medieval Philosophy and Theology 5 (1996), 245—263, and her recent article on 
Avicenna, “The Human Soul’s Individuation and its Survival after the Body’s Death: 
Avicenna on the Causal Relation between Body and Soul,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 
10.2 (2000), 259-273. 

* On this issue, see M.E. Marmura, “Avicenna and the Problem of the Infinite 
Number of Souls,” Mediaeval Studies 22 (1960), 232—239. 


BODIES, SOULS AND RESURRECTION 165 


ated in that body life and humanity after it had decayed and disinte- 
grated, and that very same human returns to life 


The above doctrine, which Avicenna attributes to a “group of dialecti- 
cians,” can be traced to Mu ttazilī circles. Some of the Basrian Mu*ta- 
zila argued that “life” and “humanity” are accidents of the body. 
When a body has a certain structure (e.g., human or animal) it be- 
comes possible for the accident “life” to inhere in every one of its 
component atoms,’ which in turn lays the foundation for the inher- 
ence of the accidents of the autonomous power of action, will, and 
knowledge.” The accident *life” is created directly by God. If God 
were to refrain from creating the accident “life,” the body to which 
that accident attaches would cease to exist. This is precisely what 
occurs at resurrection; God returns the annihilated body to existence 
and re-creates the accident “life” that had been annihilated.? 

The majority of the Bastian Mu'tazila were atomists; they held 
that the soul was not immortal, and that it survived only in unity 
with the body.” They differed, however, over whether death (the 
quality of being inanimate or non-living) was the non-existence of 
life or the existence of its opposite in the body (ie. the accident 
"death"). Avicenna was well aware of this dispute and alludes to it 
in his presentation of their doctrine of resurrection. Moreover, the 


> Adhawiya, 21-3; tr. M.E. Marmura, “Avicenna and the Kalam,” Zeitschrift für 
Geschichte der Arabisch-Islamischen Wissenschaften 7 (1992), 197. 

5 The accident “life” inheres either in all the atoms which constitute the body, 
or in the specific structure these atoms constitute as a whole. Man is alive, know- 
ing, has autonomous power, and exists; these attributes are a result of accidents 
that inhere in the atoms that constitute him. The case is otherwise with God; God 
has the essential attributes (predicates true at all times) of being Eternal (gadīm), 
Alive (hayy), Knowing (lim), having the Power of autonomous action (gádir, and 
Existent (mawģūd). For discussions on this subject, see A. Dhanani, The Physical Theory 
of Kalam: Atoms, Space, and Void in Basrian Mu'tazili Cosmology (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1994), 
18; R.M. Frank, Beings and their Attributes: The Teaching of the Basrian School of the 
Mu'tazila in the Classical Period (Albany, New York: SUNY, 1978), 42ff. 

7 There is some dispute over whether the accident “life” inheres in one atom 
or many atoms. Some of the Basrian Mu'tazila argued that each atom needed to 
have the accident “life” inhere in it so that the whole could be alive, while others 
argued that the accident “life” could inhere in a single atom, and that the pres- 
ence of the accident in a single atom could give life to the body. 

* Al-Gazālī, The Incoherence of the Philosophers/ Tahāfut al-falasifa, tr. M.E. Marmura, 
Islamic Translation Series/al-Hikma (Provo, Utah: Brigham Young University Press, 
1997), 219. 

9 J. van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhundert Hidschra: Eine Geschichte 
des religiösen Denkens im frühen Islam (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1990—1997), 4:514ff 

' See Adhawīya, 23, where Avicenna states that the “dialecticians” thought that 
death was either the non-existence of the accident “life” or the presence of its 


166 TARIQ JAFFER 


Muttazila did not agree on the relation of this accident to the body, 
and disagreed about the relation of nafs, rūh, and hayat to each other. 
Although Avicenna does not tell us anything about the nature of the 
accident “life,” some kalām fragments suggest that at least some of 
the Mu'tazila held that life was an entitative accident. By this they 
meant an attribute that is simply possible (ģā za), since the being 
has such an attribute with the simultaneous possibility of its not being 
so qualified, or of its being qualified by a contrary or different 
attribute under the same conditions. The accident “life” has an effect 
upon the substrate of the composite; it is by virtue of the accident 
“life” in each atom of the living that the whole becomes ontologi- 
cally a single being, and life’s determinant effect on its substrate is 
that it renders it living, sentient, and capable of serving as the sub- 
strate of certain other accidents." 

But how is life (kayāt) related to the body and how does it differ 
from spirit (rūh)?'* Unlike Avicenna, who insisted that the soul orig- 
inates as a separate substance and survives the corruption of the 
body, the Mu'tazila insisted that the soul could exist only with the 
body. Though the Mu‘tazila disagreed over whether life and spirit 
were identical, a number of them agreed that life was an accident 
by virtue of which man becomes alive, and thus also sentient, will- 
ing, knowing, etc. It was undoubtedly this doctrine that Avicenna 
had in mind when he criticized the schools of kalam on the subject 
of resurrection. This doctrine was in circulation in Mu'tazilī cir- 
cles in the third/ninth and fourth/tenth centuries, and is found in 
a number of kalām sources. According to ‘Abd al-Gabbar's Mugni, 
Abū |-Hudayl (d. 227/841-2) regarded life as something distinct from 
the body, though he (Abū I-Hudayl) seems to be uncertain whether 


contrary (viz. death). Avicenna probably had in mind Abū Alī al-Gubbā'ī (d. 303/ 
915), who held that death was the contrary of life, and Abū Hāšim al-Gubbā'ī 
(d. 321/933), who held that death was not the contrary of līfe, which has no con- 
trary. ‘Abd al-Gabbar (d. 415/1025) should be ruled out as a candidate, since he 
held that life was not an accident; to be non-living was simply the absence of life 
and of the unity of being that life entailed; Frank, Beings, 50, n. 23; but cf. Abū 
Rāšid an-Nīsābūrī (d. mid-5th/11th century?), who, in speaking for the Basrian the- 
ologians, states that the contrary of the accident “life” is not death, and that death 
is not an accident; see Dhanani, Physical Theory, 49, n. 97. 

" Frank, Beings, 107-8. 

? On this subject, see M. Fakhry, “The Mu'tazilite View of Man,” in Recherches 
d'Islamologie: Recueil d'articles offert a George C. Anawati et Lows Gardet par leurs collègues et 
amis (Louvain: L’Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1977), 107—121. 

5 Adhawiya, 23. 


BODIES, SOULS AND RESURRECTION 167 


life should be classified as an accident or a body.'* But al-A&'ari (d. 
324/935) makes it clear that Abū l-Hudayl regarded nafs, rūk, and 
hayāt as different things, and that life (hayāt) was an accident ('arad ).? 
Abū Alī al-Gubbā'ī (d. 303/915) held that spirit (rūk) is the body, 
and that it is other than life, which is an accident. Al-A8‘ari’s own 
view seems to have been that life 1s an accident (farad), and that it 
is created (muhdata). He contrasts this with God's attribute (sifa) “life,” 
through which God does not cease to be living, which is eternal life 
and not an accident, as it subsists by virtue of itself and is not cre- 
ated." He distinguished spirit from life; spirit in itself is inanimate 
or non-living, but is essential to the maintenance and continuance 
of life in the body.'* Ibn Fürak makes it clear that al-Aštarī claimed 
that spirit (rū) is a subtle body (sm latīf) circulated in the cavities 
of the organs of the body. But man is alive by virtue of the acci- 
dent “life,” not through the spirit, since “life” is derived from “liv- 
ing," whereas “spirit” is derived from *spiritual.”'? The subsistence 
of the body depends on spirit, just as its subsistence depends on 
nourishment, food, and drink. The condition of the existence of the 
accident “life” is the existence of spirit and nourishment;* the main- 
tenance and continuance of the accident “life” thus depend on spirit, 
which was commonly understood as a corporeal element or organ 
distinct from life.*' 


14 This is Abū I-Hudayl's view, according to ‘Abd al-Gabbār's al-Mugni ft abwāb 
at-tawhid wa-l-"adl, ed. ‘Abd al-Halim an-Naggar and Muhammad "Alī an-Nagéar 
(Cairo: al-Mu'assasa al-Misriya al--Amma, 1965), 11:310. On this issue, see Frank, 
Deings, 42f. 

5 Abū I-Hasan Alī al-Aštarī, Magālāt al-Islamiyin wa-ihtilāf al-musallin, ed. H. Ritter, 
Second Edition (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1963), 337. According to AS‘ari, 
Ga'far ibn Harb (d. 236/850) also held that life was other than the spirit (rūk), and 
that life was an accident (rad), see ibid., 334. Cf. Ibrahim ibn Sayyàr an-Nazzam 
(d. between 220—230/835—845), who claimed that spirit (rūk) is the soul (nafs), which 
is identical with the body; the spirit 1s alive by virtue of itself and not by the acci- 
dent "life"; ibid., 333-34 and ‘Abd al-Gabbar, Mugnz, 11:310. 

16 Al-As'art, Magālāt, 334. 

V [bn Fürak, Mugarrad Magālāt al-Aš'arī, ed. D. Gimaret (Beirut: Dar al-Mairiq, 
1987), 257. 

? Other Mu'tazila, including an-Nazzam, held that spirit (rah) was identical with 
life (kayāt), and that it exists in the body by way of interpenetration; see ‘Abd al- 
Gabbar, Mugnī, 11:310. Aštarī makes it clear that an-Nazzàm equated the spirit 
(rūh) with the body, and that it is the soul; spirit 1s alive by virtue of itself and not 
through the accident “life”; Magālāt, 333-34. 

? [bn Fūrak, Muģarrad Magālāt, 257. 

? Tt is for this reason that God can be qualified by life, but not by spirit; ibid. 

? Frank, Beings, 49, n. 14. 
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Avicenna uses an argument from personal identity to refute the 
doctrine that resurrection belongs to bodies only. He directs his attack 
against the Mu'tazili theologians who identified man with the body.” 
The dispute over personal identity is thus rooted in a deeper dis- 
agreement over the nature of the self. While a majority of the 
mutakallimūn adhered to a materialistic notion of the self, and claimed 
that there was no self-subsisting soul that managed the body,” 
Avicenna argued consistently throughout his writings that the self is 
an immaterial substance. Many of the Mu'tazila thought that the 
self was either a subtle material substance that is diffused through- 
out the body, or an individual material atom to which the transient 
accident “life” attaches. Avicenna’s argument is that if the self were 
the body, then resurrection of the body alone would at best pro- 
duce a replica of the original man. For, since the parts of the body 
are continually being replaced by one another, the body cannot 
account for the identity of the same person through time. Avicenna 
completes this argument against the kalām by demonstrating that 
man is man neither through the body nor through an accident which 
inheres in the body. The individual, he claims, is what he is by 
virtue of his soul, and the identity of man resides in his substantial 
form that exists in his matter. The theologians, Avicenna argues, 
claim that man is man through the body, and go so far as to deny 
that the soul and spirit have existence at all; they maintain that bod- 
ies become alive by virtue of a “life” created in them, so that life 
is not the existence of the soul for the body, but is one of the acci- 
dents created in bodies." 

Avicenna refutes the doctrine that resurrection belongs to bodies 
only by objecüng to the doctrine that the self is a body. He pre- 
sents this argument as follows: 


The human is not human by reason of his matter, but through the 
form that exists in his matter. Human acts proceed from him, only 


? Avicenna argues that even if one were to accept that life were an accident 
(which, according to Avicenna, it is not), resurrection would be impossible. This 
argument is presented by al-Gazālī in his Tahāfut al-faldsifa as follows. Even if one 
were to accept the claim that life is an accident, a "return" would be impossible. 
For if the accident “life” must pass from existence to non-existence, then to exis- 
tence, its continuity would be interrupted, and its identity through time requires 
the endurance of its property “existence” through time; al-Gazālī, /ncoherence, 219f. 

> Al-Gazālī, Incoherence, 219. 

** Adhawīya, 41—3. 
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because of the existence of his form in his matter. If his form ceases 
to exist in his matter and his matter returns to earth or to some other 
elements, then that human in himself ceases to exist. If then in that 
same matter a new human form is created, what comes into existence 
as a result 1s another human, not that [former] human. For that which 
exists of the first human is his matter, not form. Moreover, he is what 
he 1s, praised or blamed, deserving of reward and punishment, not by 
reason of his matter, but by reason of his form, and by reason of his 
being a human, not earth.? 


Man is not idenücal with his matter, but with his substantial form 
that exists in his matter. If man were identical with his matter, then 
the new human who is rewarded or punished would not be the one 
who did good or evil, but another. As a result, praise and blame 
would be ascribed to the wrong person. 

The above argument is related to a more rigorous one in which 
Avicenna insists that an individual is what he 1s by virtue of his soul. 
This argument appears in Risāla fi n-Nafs,° and demonstrates the 
immateriality of the self by way of an argument from personal iden- 
tity. The point of the argument is that because the parts of the body 
are conünually being replaced, while the soul knows itself, or the 
permanence of itself, as continually exisüng throughout its existence, 
an individual is what he is by virtue of his soul. Thus, man remains 
the same man through time by virtue of his soul." Avicenna illus- 
trates this point again in the fourth chapter of the Adhawiya; he 
defines the soul as that by virtue of which the subject is called “he” 
and refers to himself as “I.” In the same chapter, he defines the soul 
as the thing through which man knows that he is he.** 

The remainder of Avicenna's argument against the kalām doctrine 
of bodily resurrection is presented by al-Gazālī in his Tahāfut.” Either 
life and the body both cease to exist—and God then returns the 
annihilated body to existence and returns the accident “life,” which 


> Adhawiya, 63-54; tr. M.E. Marmura, “Avicenna and the Kalam,” 198. 

°° Ahwāl an-nafs: Risāla fi n-Nafs wa-baq@ tha wa-ma‘adiha, ed. A.F. al-Ahwani (Cairo: 
«Īsā al-Bābī al-Halabi, 1952). 

27 Ibid., 183-84; M.E. Marmura, *Ghazzālī and the Avicennan Proof from 
Personal Identity for an Immaterial Self,” in A Straight Path: Studies in Medieval Philosophy 
and Culture (Essays in Honor of A. Hyman), ed. R. Link-Salinger (Washington: The 
Catholic University Press, 1988), 197. 

* Adhawīya, 145. In his Risala ft n-Nafs, 183, Avicenna defines the soul as that 
which each person refers to by the term “I.” 

? Al-Gazālī, Incoherence, 219f. 
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had been annihilated—or the matter of the body survives as earth 
and this earth is gathered and constructed in the form of a human, 
and life is then created in it anew. The first scenario does not fulfill 
the conditions of a “return,” since a “return” in the real sense involves 
the continuity of one thing as well as the emergence of another. But 
in this case, the return cannot be of the same man, since if the body 
passes out of existence, then there is a break in the continuity of 
the subject and hence an absence of the continuity of personal iden- 
tity through time. Since it is impossible for something to pass from 
existence to non-existence, then back to existence (as this would entail 
a break in continuity and hence in identity), even if life is an acci- 
dent (which according to Avicenna it is not), the return, then, can- 
not be of the same man, for there will still remain an absence of 
continuity, in this case that of the accident “life.” Finally, if the body 
survives as earth, and is then reconstructed, then the resurrection 
could only involve the production of something similar to the orig- 
inal man. For, if the body does not cease to exist and life is returned 
to it, there is still no continuity of personal identity, for the parts of 
man are continually being replaced by food. Since man is man not 
by virtue of his matter but by virtue of his soul, and life or spirit 
ceases to exist but is then re-attributed to man, the return would at 
best involve a replica of the original man. 

Avicenna presents a number of objections to the doctrine that res- 
urrection belongs to the body and soul together.? The main argu- 
ment against which he directs his objection is that the body at 
resurrection would join an already separated soul; the resurrected 
man would be the identical man since the soul would be that same 
soul. Here he uses a quantitative argument to demonstrate the impos- 
sibility that the body is resurrected to Join an already separated soul. 
He argues that matter existing in the world is not sufficient to repro- 


* First, the existing matter in the world is insufficient to produce enough bod- 
ies for a resurrection. For Avicenna, there are an infinite number of souls and a 
finite amount of matter existing in the world. Because the corporeal infinite is impos- 
sible, the existing matter is insufficient to accompany the infinite number of souls. 
Second, the divine will, as immutable and unchanging, precludes the possibility of 
a resurrection. Third, absolute felicity opposes the existence of the soul in the body; 
true pleasures belong to the activity of the soul itself, and do not concern the body. 
Fourth, the matters mentioned about resurrection in the revealed law, if taken in 
their literal sense, would have unpleasant and impossible consequences; see Adhawiya, 


69—71. 
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duce enough bodies for a resurrection. If the world is pre-eternal (as 
Avicenna maintains) and humans have always existed in the past, 
and if souls after separation from their bodies retain their individu- 
ality, then the number of such souls 1s infinite. The amount of mat- 
ter in the sublunar world is finite, however, and the matter available 
is not sufficient to accommodate all the souls. Hence, there can be 
no resurrection that involves the return of souls to bodies.*! 

Avicenna then blocks off the remaining escape route by arguing 
that it is impossible for the soul to return to any matter whatsoever. 
Here the mutakallimün advance two possibilities: the human soul, an 
existent that survives the death of the body, could return to the orig- 
inal body when all the parts of that body have been collected, or it 
could return to some other body, whether that body 1s composed of 
the same parts as the original body or not. In both doctrines, the 
return would be of the same man, since man is man by virtue of 
his soul and not of his matter. 

Avicenna’s objection to the first doctrine is that such a resurrec- 
tion, that is, one in which only those parts present at the time of 
death are recombined, would lead to the resurrection of people whose 
limbs had been amputated, or whose ears and noses were cut off, 
or whose limbs were defective, in exactly the same form as they had 
in the world.” If the supposition of return is confined to the recom- 
bination of the parts present at the time of death, resurrection would 
be an unpleasant and disgraceful event. Further, if it were true that 
all the parts which belonged to man during his lifetime were resur- 
rected, then it would be necessary that the same part be resurrected 
as liver and heart and hand and leg at once, for some organic parts 
derive nourishment from the residuary nourishment of others.” Thus, 
if it is supposed that there are specific parts which had been the 
matter for all organs, then it is unclear to which organ these parts 
will return. 


? Marmura, “Avicenna and the Problem,” 232-39. 
? Adhawīya, 77-9; al-Gazālī, Incoherence, 221. 
3 Adhawiya, ibid.; al-Gazālī, ibid. 
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The Refutation of Metempsychosis 


The final argument Avicenna refutes belongs to those who adhere 
to some form of metempsychosis.** The supporters of metempsy- 
chosis hold that the number of (separate) souls is finite, and that 
these souls rotate over infinitely many bodies. Although Avicenna 
disagrees over the quantity of separate souls, he disregards this issue 
and bases his refutation on the claim that the soul cannot pre-exist 
the body. Avicenna begins his refutation of metempsychosis by pre- 
senting the argument of his opponents: those who affirm the trans- 
migration of souls assert that souls are substances separate from 
matter, that they separate from bodies after death, and that mater- 
ial bodies are infinitely many.” The number of souls is either finite 
or infinite. But if the souls existing now (those separate from mate- 
rial bodies) are infinite, then an actual infinite would exist, and this 
is impossible. ‘The number of separate souls is thus finite. Since the 
number of souls is finite and the number of bodies are infinite (since 
an infinite number has been produced in succession), the rotation of 
souls over bodies is necessary.*° 

The supporters of metempsychosis hold that the soul must pre- 
exist the body, and that once this 1s demonstrated, the rotation of 
separate souls over bodies 1s established. Their argument runs as fol- 
lows. What comes into existence simultaneously with the body is a 
material form, and the material form is inseparable from the body. 
The soul, however, is separable, and since souls are separate sub- 
stances, they do not perish; hence it must precede the body in exist- 
ence. But there cannot be a new soul for each body, which would 


** By the time of Avicenna, a number of various views in favor of metempsy- 
chosis were prevalent. On the subject of metempsychosis, see al-Bīrūnī, Alberunt's 
India: An Account of the Religion, Philosophy, Literature, Chronology, Astronomy, Customs, Laws 
and Astrology of India about A.D. 1030, ed. E. Sachau, (London: K. Paul, 1914), 43-44 
and 49-51. See also W. Madelung, “Abū Ya‘qub al-Sijistānī and Metempsychosis,” 
Acta Iranica 16 (1990), 131-143; S. Schmidtke, “The Doctrine of the Transmigration 
of Soul According to Shihab al-Din al-Suhrawardi (killed 587/1191) and his Follow- 
ers," Studia Iranica 28 (1999), 237-254; P. Walker, “The Doctrine of Metempsychosis 
in Islam,” in Zslamic Studies Presented to Charles T. Adams, ed. W. Hallaq and D. Little 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1991), 219-38; and G. Monnot, “La transmigration et lim- 
mortalité," MIDEO 14 (1980), 149—66. 

* The infinite number of bodies, since they follow each other in succession and 
do not form a coexisüng magnitude, do not form an actual infinite. The problem 
of an actual infinity arises with the separate souls because they coexist. 

+ Adhawiya, 99. 
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result in an infinite number of souls (and this 1s impossible); there- 
fore, there must be a finite number of souls rotating over an infinite 
number of bodies, and this is metempsychosis.?' 

Avicenna agrees that souls are substances separate from matter, 
and that they separate from bodies after death. He also agrees that 
material bodies are infinitely many, since the bodies follow each 
other in succession. The supporters of metempsychosis are well aware 
of the problem of an infinite number of souls, for they use this claim 
to establish their argument for transmigration: if immortal souls were 
to coexist, they would form an actual infinite, but the actual infinite 
is impossible. Avicenna disregards the problem of the infinite num- 
ber of souls, and instead refutes the claim that the soul precedes the 
body in existence. He argues that those who uphold metempsychosis 
make the unwarranted assumption that whatever comes into exis- 
tence simultaneously with the body is necessarily a material form. 

Avicenna demonstrates that it is impossible for the soul to exist 
before the body, and in doing so refutes the doctrine of metempsy- 
chosis, which uses this claim as a premise. Avicenna argues as fol- 
lows. If the soul were to exist before the body, then there would be 
either a plurality of souls, or only one soul. But both of these are 
impossible, and therefore the soul must come into existence with the 
body. A plurality of souls is impossible, for in their prior existence 
these souls are immaterial, and since matter is the individuating prin- 
ciple, these souls cannot be many. Nor can souls in their prior exis- 
tence be one, for if all souls were one, then the soul of Zayd and 
‘Amr would be one, and this is absurd.** Consequently, the soul can- 
not exist before the body in any way whatsoever. Because the soul 
cannot exist before the body, but comes into existence with the com- 
ing into existence of the body, metempsychosis cannot hold true, for 
then two souls could inhabit one body—the soul which originates 
with the coming into being of the body, and the transmigrating soul. 


? Adhawiya, ibid.: “Those who uphold metempsychosis support the validity of 
what they maintain with their doctrine that it is true [in the case of souls] that 
they are substances separate from matter, and that they separate from bodies after 
death, and that material bodies are infinite. But it must be that souls are either 
finite or infinite. If the souls existing now—those separate from material bodies— 
are infinite, then that which is infinite in actuality would exist, but this is impossi- 
ble. And if they are finite—and their bodies are infinite—then transmigration is 
inevitable, as is their rotation over bodies.” 

9 Adhawiya, 125-7. 


174 TARIQ JAFFER 


However, because each person experiences himself to be one per- 
son, not two, it is impossible for two souls to inhabit one body.” 
Metempsychosis is thus impossible on two counts. It admits the pos- 
sibility of more than one soul inhabiting a particular body, and 
refuses to concede that the rational soul comes into existence with 
the coming into existence of the body as a separate substance. 

Avicenna’s arguments against the mutakallimün and ahl at-tanāsuļ 
are incisive. The arguments he advances, particularly those against 
the theologians, indicate that he was deeply dissatisfied with the the- 
ological positions on resurrection. His polemics against the two groups, 
however, are driven by an urge to explain resurrection in philo- 
sophical terms. Although much of the Adhawiya is devoted to polemics, 
Avicenna’s primary intention throughout the treatise is to establish 
that man’s identity resides in his soul (and not the body or anything 
bodily), and that this soul is a separate, immaterial, and, hence, an 
immortal substance. 


? Adhawiya, 133. 
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CHAPTER NINE 


BAHMANYĀR IBN MARZUBĀN: 
A FAITHFUL DISCIPLE OF IBN SĪNĀ? 


Jules Janssens 


Bahmanyār ibn Marzuban (d. 458/1066) is known as one of Ibn 
Sīnā's first generation students.' He was clearly involved in a direct 
correspondence with the Sayb ar-Ra’is, which became part of what 
is known as the Mubāhatāt? One of the participants in this corre- 
spondence was also Abū |-Qasim al-Kirmānī, of whom we know 
very little,* except that he was much older than Ibn Sina and much 
despised by him. From the Mubdahatat, it is obvious that Bahmanyar 
and Abū |-Oāsim were in close contact with each other. Since the 
former was undoubtedly much younger than the latter, it might be 
that he chose Abū l-Oasim as his tutor.* Ibn Sina explicitly regrets 
that Bahmanyār sometimes seems to take side with this minor thinker, 
and does not hesitate to reprehend Bahmanyar for such attitude” 
Hence, the question may be raised whether Bahmanyar was a faithful 


' For a detailed account of both ancient and contemporary reports regarding 
Bahmanyar, especially his origin, life and relationship with Ibn Sia, see D.C. 
Reisman, “The Making of the Avicennan Tradition: The Transmission, Contents, 
and Structure of Ibn Sīnā's a/-Mubāhatāt (The Discussions," Ph.D. dissertation, Yale, 
2001, 310—322. 

* For a precise account of the material related to Bahmanyar (and Abū l-Qāsim 
al-Kirmānī), see Reisman, “Avicennan Tradition,” 339—393, as well as 404—410. 

> J.R. Michot, “Une nouvelle œuvre du jeune Avicenne, note complémentaire à 
propos du ms. Hüseyn Çelebi 1194 de Brousse,” Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 34 
(1992), 138-154, 148-150, inclines, but with caution, to identify this Abū l-Oasim 
with a secretary of Rayy, called Abū l-Oasim al-Katib by at-Tawhidi. See also id. 
(as Yahya Michot), bn Sind, lettre au vizir Abū Sa'd, editio princeps daprès le manuscrit. de 
Bursa, traduction de Varabe, introduction, notes et lexique, Sagesses musulmanes, 4 (Beyrouth: 
Les Editions al-Bourag, 2000), 20. 

* See Reisman, “Avicennan Tradition,” 321—322. 

? Ibn Sina, Aītāb al-Mubāhatāt, ed. M. Bīdārfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 1992), 
57, $ 52; 63, § 75; and 74—76, 88 113-116; French translation by J. Michot, “La 
réponse d'Avicenne à Bahmanyār et al-Kirmānī, Présentation, traduction critique 
et lexique arabe-frangais de la Mubahatha II,” Le Muséon 110.1—2 (1997), 143—221 
(with reference to the paragraph numbers of Bīdārfar's edition). 
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disciple of Ibn Sma, or, on the contrary, did he distance himself 
from his (major?) teacher in philosophy? 

When looking at his opus magnum, i.e., Kitab at-Tahsil,° written in 
all probability between Ibn Sima’s and his own death, one initially 
has the impression that it is a pure compilation of Avicennan texts, 
Bahmanyar's own role being limited to the actual choice of the com- 
bined fragments. Such an impression is only reinforced when one 
reads the following at the very beginning of the work, immediately 
after the dedication of the work by Bahmanyar to his maternal uncle 
Abū Mansür Bahram ibn Hūršīd Yazdyar:’ 


(I have composed) a book of the wisdom (hikma) which the Sayb ar- 
Rais Abū "Alī al-Husayn ibn "Abd Allah ibn Sīnā «may God have 
mercy upon him—has taught,* by imitating the order of the Hikma al- 
‘Al@i,? by taking intentions (a/-ma'ānī) from the totality of his writings 
and from what happened through discussion (muhāwaratan) between me 
and him, and by adding what my understanding (nazarī) has acquired 
as derivations (min al-furū) [while] being analogous to the fundamen- 
tals (al-usül). Your looking into his books will furnish you the proof of 
these derivations.'? 


This opening statement rings distinctly pro-Avicennan. First, Bahmanyar 
stresses that the wisdom which he will develop in his work is the 
very same as the one Ibn Sina has taught, clearly suggesting that 
this kind of wisdom was particular to the Sayb ar-Ra’is himself, in 


5 All of my references will be to the edition of M. Mutahharī, Second printing 
(Tehran: Intišārāt-i Dānišgāh-yi Tihran, 13758/1996). In his edition, Mutahharī 
often indicates source passages from different parts of the Sifa’. He also occasion- 
ally refers to the Nagat or to al-Isarát wa-t-tanbīhāt. Despite a few (minor) mistakes, 
these references are generally trustworthy and cover a great deal of Bahmanyar's 
text. However, since I have found two chapters of the Danisnamah, although in 
Arabic (see infra), it seems possible, not to say probable, that Bahmanyar also drew 
on that work, and in a systematic manner. I plan a more thorough examination 
of this issue for a later publication. 

7 I follow with Reisman, “Avicennan Tradition,” 316, n. 80, the reading of the 
Aleppan manuscript. 

5 D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s 
Philosophical. Works, Islamic Philosophy and Theology: Texts and Studies, 4 (Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1988), 11, n. 14 offers another possible translation, based on the variant 
reading lubāb instead of Aitab: “the gist of the philosophy which Avicenna revised.” 

? The work is commonly known as the Dānišnāmak. The three parts of the work 
were published in the series Silsilah-yi Intišārāt-i Anguman-i Atar-i Milli, Yadgar-i gasn-i 
hazarah-yi Abū "Alī Sina, Collection du millénaire d'Avicenne (Tehran: Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 
13318/1951): Risālah-yt Mantiq, ed. M. Mu'in and M. Miskat, vol. 12; Hākīyāt, ed. 
M. Mu'in, vol. 15; Tadī'īpāt, ed. M. Miškāt, vol. 13. 

? Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 1. 
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other words, that the latter has really innovated a very new way of 
philosophizing. 

Then Bahmanyar evokes what looks like one of the basic expres- 
sions of this new way, Le., a special ordering of the main parts of 
the philosophical project as adopted by Ibn Sina in his Danisnamah. 
Although in most of Ibn Sina’s encyclopaedic works the classical 
order (logic-physics-mathematics-metaphysics) is indeed respected, this 
is not the case in his Persian work, which may well be his very last 
philosophical encyclopaedia." There he adopts an evidently new 
order, Le., logic-metaphysics-physics. It is striking that there 1s no 
mention of mathematics," but more interestingly, and contrary to 
the classical curriculum (in its Platonic-Aristotelian line), metaphysics 
precedes physics. It 1s therefore not of secondary importance that 
Bahmanyar explicitly claims to follow this unique order. In doing 
so, he seems to valorize it as a major contribution of Ibn Sina's 
(mature) thought. This is all the more remarkable since he further 
claims not to offer a slightly reworked version of the Dānišnāmah 
itself, as later will be the case with al-Gazali's Magāsid,* but rather 
to have dealt with the totality of the writings of the Sayb ar-Ra’is 
and even to have taken into account those ideas which he has learned 
through direct communication with the Master.'* The latter affirmation 
clearly implies that Ibn Sma has not written down all of his ideas. 
But is Bahmanyār not offering himself a pretext in order to intro- 
duce personal ideas, having no Avicennan basis at all? In other 
words, does this claim not constitute at once both a simple strategic 


"See my “Les 7atlīgāt d'Ibn Sina, Essai de structuration et de datation,” in 
Langages et philosophie, Hommage à Jean Jolivet, Etudes de philosophie médiévale, 74, 
ed. A. Elamrani-Jamal, A. de Libera, and A. Galonnier (Paris: J. Vrin, 1997), 
109—122, 122 (and n. 39). Let me remark that I do not claim that the Danisnamah 
is Ibn Sīnā's last encyclopedic work, but rather that this simply may be the case. 
To fix in a definite way the relative chronological order of Ibn Sina’s works, much 
systematic research, based both on external and internal evidence, has still to be 
done, and therefore I refrain from any strong affirmation. 

? Gutas, Avicenna, 113, observes that Ibn Sina always omits in his later works 
the mathematical part, probably since he considers its traditional exposé to be basi- 
cally sufficient, and, hence, not open to any serious conflict. 

5 See my *Le Danesh-Nameh d'Ibn Sīnā: un texte à revoir?" Bulletin de philosophie 
médiévale 28 (1986), 163—177, especially 168—175. 

" Although Bahmanyar’s statement can be understood as pointing to an oral 
communication, it may equally refer in a loose sense to any form of communica- 
tion, either oral or written. If the latter is the case, Bahmanyār may be alluding 
to his correspondence with Ibn Sima included in the Mubāhatāt materials. 
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and apologetic move? His final affirmation clearly contradicts such 
an interpretation. He admits that he will present some ideas, not 
present in the Avicennan corpus, but he immediately adds that such 
additions are always derivative of principles the basis of which any 
serious thinker can easily detect in that very same corpus. Hence, at 
first sight, Bahmanyar’s Azab at-Tahsil appears as a basically Avicennan- 
inspired summa. 

However, a somewhat closer examination of the work immediately 
elicits a serious qualification of such characterization. In fact, the 
very basic structure of Kitāb at-Tahsil is only apparently identical with 
that of Ibn Sma’s Danisnamah. Surely, Bahmanyar still maintains a 
triparüte division, starting, as did Ibn Sina, with logic, and then con- 
tinuing with metaphysics. But, contrary to the Sayb ar-Ra'īs, the lat- 
ter is not designated as “Divine science” (m ahi), but as “metaphysics” 
(mā bad at-tabī'a). Although this Aristotelian appellation is not nec- 
essarily un-Avicennan,? there is no doubt that Ibn Sina himself 
largely preferred the expression al-llāhīyāt when dealing with the 
highest science of philosophy, this designation being the one found 
in all his later major works. Note that this does not mean that the 
proper “subject” of metaphysics was, according to Ibn Sina, the 
“divine.” Not at all! Since the existence of God has to be proved, He 
cannot be its primary subject. For Ibn Sina only “Being qua Being” 
can fulfill such a role. So, metaphysics is first of all an ontology. But 
it also includes an aetiology (or: archaeology), since it deals with the 
principles of all the other sciences, and, moreover, it entails a theo- 
logy, God being the highest and, hence, most noble Being. Ibn Sma 
integrates these three elements, which were present but in a scat- 
tered and fragmentary way in Aristotle’s Metaphysics, into one coher- 
ent metaphysical system.'^ Bahmanyar, however, seems to limit the 
metaphysical project to the premisses needed for the totality of the 
sciences." This might explain why he favors the Aristotelian appel- 


P The expression mā bad at-tabi‘a is, for example, mentioned in Ibn Sina, al- 
Mabda” wa-l-ma‘ad, ed. “A.A. Nūrānī, Wisdom of Persia Series, 36 (Tehran: Tehran 
University, 13635/1984, 1. 

15 See G. Verbeke, Avicenna, Grundleger einer neuen Metaphysik, Rheinisch-Westphalische 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vortrāge G 263 (Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 
1983), 9—10. The basis for such an integrated vision was already present in al- 
Fārābī, more specifically in his treatise Fr Agrad mā bad at-tabi‘a, as recognized by 
Ibn Sina himself in his autobiography; see W. Gohlman, The Life of Ibn Sina, A 
Critical Edition and Annotated Translation (Albany, New York: SUNY, 1974), 34—35. 

V Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 2. 
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lation of *metaphysics." But since this affirmation is part of a general 
introduction, one should not over-emphasize it. A more systematic 
examination of the contents of this second part of Jütab at-Tahsil is 
undoubtedly required for a correct evaluation of the relationship 
between Bahmanyar’s “Metaphysics” and Ibn Sīnā's a/-Jlātīyāt. 

Before working out a more detailed survey of the metaphysical 
part of Aitab at-Tahsil, attention has to be paid to the precise title 
Bahmanyar gives to the third part of his work. One might naturally 
expect him to designate it simply by “physics.” This is not the case. 
In fact, Bahmanyār proposes a quite different appellation, i.e., al- 
“lm bi-ahwal afyàn al-mawģūdāt, “the science of the states of the most 
noble of Beings,” or, perhaps better, “the science of the states of the 
essences of the existing Beings." That the latter translation 1s per- 
haps to be preferred reveals itself as soon as one takes into account 
Bahmanyar's further division of this section into two parts. The first 
deals with “the Necessary Existent in Himself and the enumeration 
of His attributes” (fi matifat wagib al-wugüd bi-datihi wa-thsa’ sifatihi ), 
while the second treats of “the caused Beings” (al-mawģūdāt al-ma‘iila).'® 
Hence, the third part of Kitāb at-Tahsil encompasses the study of the 
totality of Beings, the divine Being as well as all created Beings. 
Whereas the examination of the latter 1s a priori not to be excluded 
from the domain of what Ibn Sīnā, with the Classical tradition, called 
"Physics," this is not the case with respect to God. For Ibn Sma, 
the existence of God can only be proved in the science of Metaphysics’? 
and thus His essence and attributes can only be the object of research 
in this science. As for Bahmanyar, the very structure of the third 
part of his major work gives, at least at first sight, the impression 
that he, contrary to Ibn Sinà, does not want to place the study of 
the “divinalia” wholly outside the scope of physics proper. 

When Bahmanyār states in the introduction"? that “the first sub- 
part (maqala) indicates (ft dalāla) the Existent Being (al-mawgiid) who 


'® Ibid., 569, resp. 583. 

9 [bn Sina, Sarh Kitab Harf al-Lām, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi in Aristü ‘inda l-'arab, Second 
printing (Kuwait: Wikālat al-Matbū'āt, 1978), 23-24, where he states that it is inap- 
propriate, as Aristotle and the Commentators have done, to argue to the First Truth 
from motion (the passage has been translated into English by F. Zimmermann in 
E. Booth, Aristotelian Aporetic Ontology in Islamic and Christian Thinkers, Cambridge Studies 
in Medieval Life and Thought, 3, Series vol. 20 [Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1983], 109—110). 

? Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 2. 
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has [for His existence] neither secondary nor primary cause (alladi 
lā sabab lahü wa-lā "lla), and clarifies (wa-fiha l-ibāna) the ultimate 
goal (al-garad) of the Theologia?! and of the book (magāla) Alpha elat- 
ton,”** one may still hesitate somewhat in discerning his real inten- 
tion. To speak of God in terms of “uncaused” rather than “unmoved” 
may reflect an Avicennan inspiration, although it may also directly 
derive from the 7feologta, where God 1s primarily designated as the 
First Cause (al-tlla al-ülá).? As for the reference to Alpha elatton, it 
1s equally somewhat ambiguous. Insofar as Ibn Sīnā's proof *ex con- 
tingentia” is based on the idea of the necessary finitude of a series 
of causally connected Beings," it may have a partial basis in that 
very part of the Stagirite's Metaphysics, since Aristotle tries to demon- 
strate in it the necessity of a First Principle based on the impossi- 
bility of an infinity of causes. But Aristotle, contrary to Ibn Sina, 
does not radically exclude any kind of possible link with the science 
of Physics. This 1s obvious at the very beginnings of his exposé, when 
he states: “The material generation of one thing from another can- 
not go on in an infinite progression [...]; nor can the source of 
motion” (my italics).^ Although Bahmanyār makes no mention of 
motion, it looks as though he somehow wants to return to the orig- 
inal Aristotelian approach by placing the explicit treatment of God 
in what appears to be a more immediate connection with physics. 
Such an impression is only reinforced when he presents the aims of 
the second section of sub-part two as “[offering] knowledge ( f? manifa) 
of the celestial bodies, their souls, their intellects and their other 
states, and clarifying the ultimate goal of On Heaven, as well as (wa-) 
some [items] of Alpha elatton and of the Theologia." Unfortunately, 
Bahmanyar does not specify here these items. However, there is lit- 
tle doubt that he has in mind some issues related to the heavens 


? Bahmanyār refers to the famous Theologia Aristotelis, but the present context 
does not allow one to decide whether or not he accepted its attribution to Aristotle. 

? Here, the reference is clearly to Aristotle’s Metaphysics, but it should be recalled 
that this book was the first book in the Arabic translation, and not the second, as 
in the Greek text as it has been transmitted to us. 

> Utūlūģījā Aristūtālīs, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi in Aristà “nda I-‘arab, op. cit., e.g., 6 and 
110 (title of ch. 10). 

%* See M. Marmura, “Avicenna’s Proof from Contingency for God's Existence 
in the Metaphysics of the Shifa,” Medieval Studies 42 (1980), 337—352, passim. 

3 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 994a4—6 (Loeb Classical Library, p. 271), tr. H. Treddenik 
(repr. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975), 86-87. 

°° Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 2. 
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which had been discussed, at least partly and already by Aristotle 
himself, in metaphysics. However, again, a more systematic analysis 
is needed in order to offer a well-founded conclusion. Does the 
change of title of parts two and three involve more than a simple 
rewording? Does it reveal a fundamental rupture with Ibn Sma’s 
thought, and, if this the case, to what extent? To put it briefly: is 
it really significant, or not? 

As soon as one starts to read the work in a more systematic way, 
one cannot but be struck by its overtly Avicennan tone. Almost 
immediately one discovers that Bahmanyār quotes large passages, 
sometimes by way of paraphrasis, but even more often very līter- 
ally, of Ibn Sīnā's main philosophical encyclopaedia, the Sifa’. It has 
to be noted that Bahmanyār uses almost all of its different books, 
and thus reveals himself to be very familiar with this basic work of 
the Sayb ar-Ra'īs. Moreover, one finds several quotations of the 
Naģāt and of the Isarat.2” Most of them have been identified with 
due care by the editor of Kitab at-Tahsil, M. Mutahhari.? However, 
while his indications on the whole are correct, they lack precision, 
insofar as no details are given as to the exact nature of the quota- 
tions, nor to their full extent. So, it is not immediately obvious 
whether one is dealing with literal quotations or rather with para- 
phrases, or when a quotation concerns a line, a paragraph, a page, 
or even a chapter. In order to illustrate the enormous difference 
which exists in this respect between several passages, I present here 
two examples. 

The first passage, i.e., book II, magala 1, fann 9 (pp. 320—322), 
deals with the physical notions of continuity, contiguity, etc. The 
editor presents as-Sifa^, as-Samā* al-Tabi i (designated by him as al- 
Jann al-awwal), magāla 3,? chapter 2 as its direct source. A closer 
analysis shows that this 1s indeed the case, but that Bahmanyar omits 
many passages. The whole chapter turns out to be a collection of 
very literal quotations of different lengths of chapter 2 of book 3 of 


7 Mutahharī indicates in many cases the precise source of such quotations, but 
most of the time in a rather vague way, since he neither indicates the precise begin- 
ning or end of the quotations nor specifies their actual nature. Despite a few minor 
mistakes, he has performed a great service by establishing all these primary indi- 
cations. 

* See note 6 above. 

? [n fact, he refers to magāla 2, but this is an obvious misprint. 


184 JULES JANSSENS 


as-Samá' at-Tabī ī, as the following concordance of page and line 
numbers makes perfectly clear: 


Kitab at-Tahsil AS-Sifa?, as-Samā' at- Tabi T” 
320.3-8 178.7-8 
320.8-321.5 178.15-179.7 
321.5-12 179.9-14 

322.1 181.9-10 

322.2-3 181.12 


In all these cases Bahmanyār copies Ibn Sina verbatim. Certainly, 
large parts of the concerned chapter are not reproduced by him, 
but one cannot but observe that, when he does preserve a passage 
of the text, he remains faithful to the very wording of his master. 
The second fragment, i.e., book III, magāla II, bab 2, fann 4 (pp. 
657—663), discusses the Divine Decree (gadā”) and the problem of 
evil. The editor does not refer to any Avicennan text, and thus sug- 
gests that this chapter 1s an original contribution of Bahmanyār him- 
self. This is clearly not the case, since many of the expressed ideas 
are already present in Ibn Sīnā's discussion of this topic in as-Šifū”, 
al-Ilāhīyāt, IX, chapter 6.?! A few wordings, such as “which is often 
but not the most often" (Tahsil, 659.9 — Spa, 422.10), *the good 1s 
willed by essence, not by accident” (Tahsil, 569.11-12 = Sia", 421.1—2), 
are even literal derivations. But the whole chapter has rather to be 
qualified as a kind of paraphrasis of Ibn Sinà's text, including the 
very basic ideas such as the link between evil and matter, or evil 
and the individual; the unavoidable occurrence of evil in this (i.e., 
the actual) universe; the divine providence having realized the best 
possible world, etc.—all of these have undoubtedly a genuine Avicennan 
ring. And even the evocation (661.10—663.1) of the notion of dawa, 
supplicatory prayer, does not necessarily constitute an addition by 
Bahmanyār himself, since Ibn Sina’s 7a'ligat? includes a rather sys- 
tematic analysis of this notion which bears some vague resemblances 


?' Our references are to the edition by S. Zaid, Cairo: al-Hay’a al-Misriya al- 
‘Amma li-I-Kitab, 1983. 

?' One may also take into account the fourth to last chapter of the Naģāt, which 
is very close in wording to the chapter of the Sifo. 

* Ibn Sina, at-Ta‘liqat, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-Misriya al-“Amma 
hi-l-Kitab, 1973), 47-8. I will not discuss here the different recensions of this work, 
nor the problem of its authenticity, but I see for the moment no better hypothesis 
than the one I expressed in my “Les Ta'ligàt d'Ibn Sina," 116-118, scil. they con- 
stitute students” notes of lessons by Ibn Sina. 
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to Bahmanyar’s exposé. While these surely do not suffice to qualify 
the Talīgāt as a direct source, they may indicate that Bahmanyar 
based himself on Avicennan materials, possibly taken from oral dis- 
cussions, or, at least, that he further developed ideas which had 
received only limited attention in Ibn Šīnā's work(s. As such, we 
are clearly no longer dealing with literal quotation, but rather with 
paraphrasis, or, in some cases, elaboration. 

The above examples well illustrate that Bahmanyār deals with his 
Avicennan source(s) in different ways. Therefore, a close inspection 
of every single passage is needed in order to determine the exact 
kind of dependency on Ibn Sina. Such an enterprise clearly exceeds 
the limits of the present investigation, but let us simply note that 
there is ample evidence that (almost?) every chapter has a direct or 
at least indirect basis in Ibn Sīnā's writings. Assuming that this basic 
impression correctly reflects the facts, why should one still doubt that 
Bahmanyar was a faithful disciple of Ibn Sina? Basically because, as 
indicated above, the titles of books 2 and 3 of Aztab at-Tahsil seem 
to imply important changes with respect to the very basic structure 
of the philosophical project as articulated by Ibn Sma in the Dānišnāmah. 
A more detailed analysis of the structure of each of these two books 
will show that a few important changes have indeed taken place. 

In the first three chapters of magāla I of book 2, Bahmanyar insists, 
in complete agreement with Ibn Sina, that Being qua being consti- 
tutes the very subject of the science of metaphysics? and, once more 
following his master, he evokes the basic divisions of Being: the ten 
categories; necessity, possibility and impossibility; truth and falsehood. 
In all this, he largely bases himself on aš-Šifā”, al-Ilahiyat, I, chap- 
ters 2, 5 and 8. Since Aītāb at-Tahsīl was conceived as a com- 
pendium,** the omission of some parts of the source-text is hardly 
surprising. Such is the case with as-Si/a’, al-Ilahiyat, 1, chapters 1 and 
3, the former dealing with a negative approach, scil. what metaphy- 
sics 1s not, the latter with its utility and place. However, the systematic 


* Tt is worthwhile to note that Bahmanyar affirms that Being (wugüd) is some- 
thing general (or: common, amrun "āmmun) which is predicated of what is beneath 
it not univocally but eguivocally (lā bi-t-tawatw bal bi-t-taskik); see at-Tahsil, 282.1. 
In my view, this affirmation somehow sustains the hypothesis I formulated years 
ago that Ibn Sinà adheres to the idea of a transcendental analogy of Being, see 
my “Avicenna: tussen neoplatonisme en islam," Ph.D. dissertation, Leuven, 1983, 
1:133-140. 

?' See note 1 above. 
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exclusion of any reference to God, which 1s predominantly present 
in the very first book of as-$ifā”, al-Ilàhiyát—more precisely in chap- 
ters 4, 6, and 7—cannot be qualified as unimportant or, at best, of 
little significance. For Ibn Sīnā, God remains the highest (though 
not the first) object of the metaphysical investigation, and therefore 
he does not hesitate to evoke in the mentioned chapters such issues 
as the relationship of God with creation (including the topics of 
prophecy and ma'ād) and God's unity and unicity. By ignoring them, 
Bahmanyar apparently wants to emphasize that the science of meta- 
physics studies chiefly, if not exclusively, Being as such. He at once 
seems to reject the inclusion into metaphysics proper of a (Neoplatonic) 
exitus-reditus scheme as Ibn Sima had developed and integrated it 
in an Aristotelian metaphysical framework. 

Immediately afterwards, in chapters 4—6, Bahmanyār focuses on 
the general notion of substance. The Ilākīyāt of the Sif@ is used only 
in a very limited way, i.e., the first part of chapter 1? of book II, 
in order to explain the distinction between substance and accidens. 
The major source of inspiration 1s, however, ai-Sifa^, al-Maqülat, 1, 
4; IL, 4; and III, 1-3. Thus, Bahmanyar integrates a huge part of 
logic into metaphysics. He may be imitating Ibn Sina, who also dis- 
cusses the categories, and therefore also substance, both in the Categories 
and the Metaphysics.^ But even then, one looks in vain for the dis- 
tinction between mahall and mawdū' afforded by Ibn Sina in the later 
part of the above mentioned chapter 2 of the /lahiyat. 

Body becomes the central topic in chapters 7 and 8, where as- 
Sif@, al-Ilāhīyāt, II, 2 is largely the source. As for the discussion of 
continuity/discontinuity at the beginning of chapter 8, it reminds 
one somewhat of ai-Sifa?, as-Sama‘ at-Tabi^i, III, 2, and its presence 
here may be due to Ibn Sinà's remark in the /lahiyat that corpore- 
ity is the form of continuity." Likewise, the refutation of atomism, 
presented in chapter 10 and based on ai-Sifa?, as-Samā' aļ-Tabī i, IIT, 
3—5 (as well as one chapter of the Naģāt) can easily be explained by 
Ibn Sinà's observation that he has already treated this issue in the 


* Mutahharī cites ch. 9, but this is clearly a mistake. . 

% A systematic study and detailed analysis of the Categories of the Sif? (includ- 
ing a thorough comparison with the related parts of the Metaphysics) unfortunately 
is still lacking, although it almost certainly would contribute to a better under- 
standing of Ibn Sina’s basic philosophical conceptions. 

7 As-Sifā”, al-Iahiyat, 64.67. 


BAHMANYĀR: A FAITHFUL DISCIPLE? 187 


Physics.” As for chapter 9, which concentrates on such notions as 
contiguity and which is completely based on as-Sifa’, as-Samá at- 
Tabi'i, III, 2 as shown earlier, it looks as though Bahmanyar con- 
siders it to be of the very same nature as the two surrounding 
chapters, that is, as being part of the discussion of corporeity. 

In chapters 11—13 several precise articulations regarding the rela- 
tion between form and matter are brought to the fore. This time 
as-Sif@, al-Hahiyat, II (more specifically chapters 1, 2, and 4) reveals 
itself as the major source. But at the end of chapter 13 when 
Bahmanyār states that the number of bodies has to be finite, he 
once more quotes from as-Sifa’, as-Samad at-Tabī t, i.e., III, 8. 

To summarize, the first magāla of the second book of Kitāb at- 
Tahsil includes what may be characterized as a summary of books 
l and 2 of the Ilāhīpāt of the Sifa’. It is striking that Bahmanyar 
does not hesitate to incorporate passages taken from a logical and 
a physical part of the Sif’, i.e., al-Magūlāt and as-Sama‘ at-Tabi'i. 
Nevertheless, this in no way involves a radical departure from Ibn 
Sina. In fact, the Sayb ar-Ra'īs regularly notes in his Metaphysics that 
knowledge of these sciences is required for a correct understanding 
of his metaphysical project. By elaboraüng on these parts, Bahmanyar 
facilitates to some degree the task of the reader of this metaphysi- 
cal part. Thus, their inclusion here is perhaps the result of a peda- 
gogical motive. However, we also detected a very significant omission, 
one which cannot but elicit the following question: does Bahmanyar 
completely exclude theology from metaphysics? Does he somehow 
want to return to Aristotle's original project? But then what about 
book Lambda? For now these questions remain unanswered. 

The second magāla of the part entitled “metaphysics” of Kitāb at- 
Tahsil examines one by one the nine categories besides substance, 
viz. quantity (and related topics; chapters 1—6); quality (and related 
topics; chapters 7—9); relation (chapter 10); when, where, posture and 
state (chapter 11); acüon and passion (chapter 12). For this exposé, 
Bahmanyar has made massive use of Ibn Sinà's presentation of these 
categories in the Magūlāt of the Sifr, although he also quotes the 
llahiyat,? e.g., in his chapters 3-5 (on *unity") and chapter 9 (on 
"science"). Moreover, in chapter 6 (on “place,” makān) he combines 


55 Ibid., 65.8. 


? For more details, the reader may consult the references given by Mutahharī. 
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elements taken from as-Šifū?, as-Samā' at-Tabī i, II, 6-9, and in chap- 
ter 8 (on the “quality of passion”) he reproduces a part of as-Sifa’, 
Kītāb an-Nafs, III, 2. After the logical and quite brief presentation of 
action and passion in chapter 12 (417—418.10), Bahmanyar exten- 
sively analyses the phenomenon of motion (418.11—431), based on 
ai-Sifa?, as-Samā" at-Tabi'i, II, 14. Further topics related to motion 
are discussed in his chapters 13-15 according to IV, 3 of the same 
work. In chapter 16 attention is paid to the issue of the eternity of 
motion and time, while in chapter 17 the entire focus is on time. 
These two chapters also have their source in ai-Sifa?, as-Sama‘ at- 
Tabi^r, thus, chapter 16 combines passages taken from III, 11 and 
IV, 9, and chapter 17 combines passages from II, 10—13. 

When comparing this second magāla with Ibn Sinà's exposé in the 
Ilāhīyāt of the Sifz^," three remarks seem to impose themselves: 


1. Contrary to Bahmanyar’s maqála, only three categories, i.e., quan- 
tity, quality and relation, are discussed in some detail in Ibn Sinà's 
exposé. This creates the impression that for Ibn Sina, besides sub- 
stance, only these three categories possess a real metaphysical rel- 
evancy, notwithstanding their being accidents, as is clearly and 
explicitly emphasized. Bahmanyar, by taking into consideration all 
categories, undoubtedly weakens the special status accorded the three 
categories by Ibn Sina’s wording;"! 

2. In both works, the topic of unity as related to quantity, and the 
topic of science as related to quality are treated, but they no longer 
hold such a central position in Bahmanyar's exposé as they evi- 
dently had in Ibn Sinà's, since they are embedded in a much more 
extensive account of all categories, and related topics; 

3. Bahmanyar’s systematic analysis in this framework of three basic 
physical notions, viz. motion, place and time, can hardly be justified 
by considering it an additional explanation which was naturally 
implied by Ibn Sīnā's text. What Ibn Sima had articulated in book 
2 of the Szfā”, as-Sama‘ at-Iabi it, in the way of three shorter mono- 
graphs," as outspoken physical doctrines, becomes in Bahmanyar’s 
work an integral part of metaphysics. Moreover, it has to be stressed 


? I refer to this work since it offers the most complete metaphysical exposé of 
Ibn Sinà, including his basic ideas in the field. 

" But, as earlier stated (see n. 36 above), a thorough examination of Ibn Sīnā's 
doctrine(s) of the categories, both on the logical and on the metaphysical level, is 
really needed in order to elucidate what appears to be some of his most funda- 
mental philosophical ideas. 

® As far as the form of presentation is concerned, these monographs remind one 
of what is usually designated corollaries with respect to Philoponus and Simplicius. 


BAHMANYĀR: A FAITHFUL DISCIPLE? 189 


that Bahmanyār, when dealing in book 3 of Aitab at-Tahsil with as- 
Sama‘ aļ-Tabī'ī, no longer makes any mention of time, and evokes 
only a few particular items regarding motion and place. 


Therefore, it is almost natural to conclude that in this second maģgāla 
Bahmanyār rather blurs the boundaries between logic and meta- 
physics on the one hand, and physics and metaphysics on the other 
hand. As a disciple of Ibn Sinà, such an attitude 1s surprising, since 
the Šayh ar-Ra’is attached great importance to correct logical rea- 
soning and to keeping distinct the respective domains of physics and 
metaphysics.” 

Magāla 3, which investigates the notions of anteriority and poste- 
riority, and potency and act, is genuinely Avicennan. It has a solid 
basis in ai-Sifa?, al-Ilahiyat, IV, 1-2. The same evaluation applies to 
magāla 4, which focuses on the couples universal/particular, multi- 
plication/individualization and genus/species, and, moreover, on 
definition, it being based on book 5 of the Wahiyat of the Sifa’. 
However, the very first chapter is an exception. It is entitled “On 
Perception (idrāk), and what is related to it,’ and contains elements 
taken from ai-Sifa?, Kītāb an-Nafs, II, 2 and V, 2, as well as from as- 
Sif, al-Ilahiyat, VIII, 6 and V, 5.“ It may still be accepted as strongly 
Avicennan, but Bahmanyar, before discussing the real metaphysical 
issue, imports elements from a natural science; in the present case 
this appears to be preparatory and thus may lead the reader to a 
better understanding of the relevant topics. Magāla 5 may also be 
qualified as profoundly Avicennan. It focuses on the topic of causal- 
ity, closely following the sixth book of the Zlzhiyát of the Sif@. But 
again, one chapter, i.e., chapter 3 (on final causality), encompasses 
non-metaphysical materials. Based on ai-Sifa?, as-Samā' at-Tabī T, I, 
13-14, the delicate problem of fate and chance is addressed. Its dis- 
cussion in a causal context is certainly natural but, as with Magāla 
2, one gets the impression that Bahmanyar simply mixes up physics 
and metaphysics. 


5 Regarding Ibn Sinà's insistence on correct logical reasoning, see Lettre au vizir, 
op. cit, 2; and as for his sharp distinction between physics and metaphysics, see 
note 19 above. 

* The reference to V, 5 is lacking in Mutahhari’s edition. 

5 Mutahharī, at-Talsīl, 524, refers to the Išārāt, namat 5, but several elements of 
the texts are directly derived from as-Sifa’, al-Ilahiyat, VI, 2. It has to be noted that 
Bahmanyar inverts the order of the chapter. 
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Magāla 6 is of a composite nature. The first chapter, in confor- 
mity with ai-Sifa?, al-Ilāhīyāt, VII, 1, discusses consequential accidents 
(lawàhiq), related to one and unity. In chapter 2, finity figures as a 
central notion: first, according to ai-Sifa?, as-Samàa* al-Tabi t, IL, 8, 
arguments are adduced for the finitude of bodies and numbers; then 
it 1s established that there cannot exist an infinity of causes, on the 
basis of as-Sif@, al-Ilāhīyāt, VIII, 1 (albeit extremely summarized). 
Once more, one observes the introduction of a physical item, but 
in this case it clearly has a preparatory function. Based respectively 
on ai-Sifa?, al-Iahiyat, IX, 7, and IV, 3, one finds in chapter 3 an 
account of pain and joy, and in chapter 4 one of the notions of per- 
fect and more than perfect. In the latter chapter, one also finds a 
part on incorruptibility, which undoubtedly has been inspired by as- 
Spa, Kitab an-Nafs, V, 4. In this case, the physical element quite nat- 
urally fits into the surrounding metaphysical context, dealing with 
incorruptībility. 

Overlooking the totality of maqálas 3-6, we may conclude that 
Bahmanyār offers a massively Avicennan-inspired doctrine of the 
modes of Being, the inclusion of physical elements not present in 
Avicenna being of a rather limited nature. However, when looks at 
the entirety of the metaphysics, the often massive presence of logi- 
cal and physical doctrines is rather problematic. One gets the impres- 
sion that Bahmanyār does not always respect the borderlines between 
these philosophical disciplines. Moreover, he does not mention Ibn 
Sīnā's rejection of Plato's theory of ideas (as-Sifà, al-Ilhiyat, VII, 
2-3) and his religious socio-political doctrine (ai-Sifa^, al-Ilāhīyāt, X). 
In the former case, Bahmanyar perhaps considered the issue too his- 
torical and/or too technical for its inclusion in a (so-called?) basic 
presentation of Avicennan philosophy, whereas in the latter he may 
have decided that it is not really of metaphysical relevance, since, 
outside the Sia, this topic is never discussed in the metaphysical 
section of Ibn Sinà's encyclopaedic works. Such reasons may indeed 
be plausible. However, of a very different nature is the omission of 
almost any theological item. As previously stated,“ theology forms 
for Ibn Sīnā a constitutive element of metaphysics. Hence, by ignor- 
ing it, Bahmanyār seems to undermine one of the pillars of the 
Avicennan metaphysical system. 


15 See above and n. 16. 
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It has already been noted that Bahmanyar did not entitle the third 
part of his Aitab at-Tahsil “Physics,” but rather “the science of the 
states of the most noble of Beings," or, perhaps better, *the science 
of the states of the essences of the existing Beings," and that he dis- 
cusses in its first magāla the Necessary Existent, i.e., the divine Being. 
It thus becomes clear that he does not simply reject any philosoph- 
ical theology, but rather he places it in what appears to be a some- 
what different context from the one adopted by Ibn Sina. Before 
concentrating on that context, a brief examination of its contents is 
worthwhile. 

Having indicated, rather than proved," the existence of one sin- 
gle God, Bahmanyar develops a negative theology, insisting on the 
unity of the divine essence, denying any quiddity in Him, and reject- 
ing any substantiality of Him.** As for the divine attributes, they are 
characterized by him as either negative, relative, or composed of 
both relation and negation. He then offers a summary proof for 
God's existence, based on the distinction between possible and nec- 
essary, and on the impossibility of an infinite series of causes. Further, 
he emphasizes that God 1s at once Knower, Known, and Knowledge, 
that 1s, His self-knowledge implies the knowledge of what is other 
than Him, that this gives rise to the emanation of all things with- 
out creating any plurality in His essence," that God is absolute per- 
fection and free of any desire, and that God is life and truth. Finally, 
Bahmanyar observes that from the One only one can proceed.” 

All this rings very Avicennan, and actually may be characterized 
as a rather succinct summary of Ibn Sinà's theology, based on ai- 
Sif’, al-Ilāhīyāt, VIII, chapters 4—7, with a few small additions taken 


* The proof follows only later; see infra. 

* [t is somewhat surprising that Bahmanyār in this context does not mention 
Ibn Sina’s famous saying that in God there is no other quiddity than his anniya 
(see, e.g., aš-Stfā', al-Ilahiyat, 344.10), but affirms that the divine essence is a kagīqa 
lā ism lahū (“a truth having no name”), an expression present in the Tatīgāt, op. cit., 
183.15-16 and 185.26. 

? [n this context, Bahmanyar evokes very briefly the notion of providence, stat- 
ing that it means that God knows all things and is their final cause (at-Tahsil, 
579.3—4). A more systematic analysis of this basic notion is only offered in the De 
Caelo part, see infra. 

? H.A. Davidson, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes on Intellect, Their Cosmologies, Theories 
of the Active Intellect, and Theories of Human Intellect (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 
1992), 75, n. 3, remarks that despite its Plotinian inspiration, this formulation seems 
to be original with Ibn Sina. 


192 JULES JANSSENS 


from the same work, chapters 4 and 6.' Nevertheless, it is striking 
that he concentrates mainly on the divine essence and the related 
topic of the divine essential attributes, and that he pays only very 
limited attention to the very proof of God's existence as well as to 
the relationship between God and creatures. Moreover, as previously 
indicated, this theology is no longer a part of metaphysics proper. 
It is now integrated into a study of Beings. Does this mean that 
there is no longer any room for Physics in Bahmanyar's view? 

The second magāla of the third part makes clear that such is not 
the case. It is divided into four sections, or bāds, which constitute a 
basic survey of the first six parts of the Physics as conceived by Ibn 
Sīnā, 1.e., Physics (general principles, Heaven and Earth, Generation 
and Corruption, Actions and Passions (Meteorologica I), Higher 
Influences (Meteorologica II), and On the Soul.? But again one finds 
significant displacements. 

In the first section, after what appears to be a general and intro- 
ductory division of the possible Beings in chapter 1, Bahmanyār elab- 
orates the following physical issues, always based on as-Šifā”, as-Sama‘ 
at-Iabit: motion (I, 6; IV, 9 and 14); finitude-infinity (III, 8—10); 
corporeal form (III, 10); direction of movement and situs (III, 14; 
with an addition taken from the /sarái); natural place (IV, 9-11) and 
natural body as principle of motion (IV, 12 and 8). It is perhaps 
worth noting that most of the quotations derive from books 3 and 
4 of as-Samā'. Of course, a large use of book 2 had already been 
made in the metaphysical part, when Bahmanyar discussed the top- 
ics of motion, place and time.? However, of much more importance 
is the fact that in the eighth and last chapter, Bahmanyār introduces 
a passage derived from as-Sifa?, as-Samā” wa-l-Glam, despite his explicit 


>! Mutahharī, 570, also refers to as- Šifū”, al-Ilāhīyāt, 1, 7 and V, 5, but the pas- 
sage of Bahmanyar’s text, which affirms the absence of any plurality or change- 
ability in the divine essence, can in my view be related to ibid., VII, 5. It has to 
be stressed that very literal quotations are rare in the whole magāla, at least if the 
Ilāhīyāt of the Sifr? did constitute Bahmanyar’s major source text for the present 
exposé. Let me simply note that thus far I see no better candidate. 

5 The omission of the parts on plants and animals is not overly surprising, inso- 
far as Ibn Sinà, as with mathematics (see n. 12 above) never reexamined them in 
his later works (as with mathematics, probably considering that they had been estab- 
lished in a satisfactory manner in the Aristotelian tradition before him). 

? See above. 
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mention in the title of the section that it deals with the intentions 
of as-Sama‘ at- Tabī i. In fact, while focusing on simple body and the 
reciprocal implication of generation and corruption, Bahmanyar 
clearly brings to the fore materials taken from as-Sama? wa-l-Glam, 
more precisely, chapters 1 and 4. It would appear that he wants to 
avoid the treatment of such typically and exclusively earthly phe- 
nomena in the section on Heaven. 

Although Bahmanyar presents the second section as an exposé 
(kalām) on as-Samā” wa-l-Glam, using the title as given by Ibn Sīnā,** 
he nevertheless deals only with heavenly matters in its elaboration. 
In the first chapter, based on asSifa@’, as-Samā” wa-l-ālam, chapters 
2—3, Heaven 1s described as the first body. Chapters 2 and 3, which 
are largely identical,” concentrate on the celestial Beings, viz. 
Intelligences, souls and bodies. It is insisted that the celestial move- 
ments are volitional and that the lower world in no way constitutes 
the motive for these movements. Moreover, a particular emphasis is 
placed on the role of the celestial Beings, especially the Giver of 
Forms,” in the process of emanation. These ideas remind one of as- 
Sif@, al-Ilāhīyāt, IX, 2-5. Despite the absence of almost any literal 
quotation," it is clear that Bahmanyar has been inspired by these 
chapters, or perhaps a text similar to them. Whatever the case, he 
obviously introduces outspoken (at least in the Avicennan perspec- 
tive) metaphysical ideas into a clearly physical context. This becomes 
even more evident when, in chapter 4, divine providence is ana- 
lyzed in detail. Its formulation is similar to ai-Sifa^, al-Ilāhīyāt, UX, 
6 (at the beginning), but Bahmanyār omits, at least in the present 


5" As is well known, Aristotle simply mentions On Heaven. 

5 Almost identical are the following passages: 641.5-11 = 650.4—7 and 
650.17—651.1; 642.2 = 651.5; 642.7-8 = 651.16-17; 642.10-15 = 651.18—652.6; 
643.3-12 = 652.9-18; and 643.17—644.7 = 653.1-9. Generally speaking, chapter 
3 appears to be an enlarged version of chapter 2. A detailed analysis of both chap- 
ters may reveal the exact nature of their mutual relationship, but this falls outside 
the scope of the present study. 

* This is especially true in chapter 3, where Bahmanyar refers to it by its clas- 
sical denomination, i.e., wāãhib as-suwar, in chapter two, it is less emphasized and, 
moreover, one finds the unusual expression al-mufid li-s-suwar. 

? Mutahharī gives no reference, but the doctrinal similarity with the indicated 
chapters is rather straightforward; indeed, the very wording is close to that of the 
Sifa^, e.g., ch. 2 $ 1-IX, 2 (384); § 3-IX, 3 (396), 8 7-IX, 2 (386—387), last para- 
graph-IX, 5 (411); ch. 3-IX, 4 (406). 
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context," the key notion of knowledge. In the very same chapter 
the difficult problem of how to explain the existence of evil in light 
of the divine decree (gada”) 1s given much attention. Here one encoun- 
ters genuinely Avicennan ideas, viz. evil is the privation of existence 
or of the perfection of existence; evil happens often, but not most 
often; evil is accidental and only occurs in the individual; this world 
could not have been created free of evil otherwise it would not have 
been this world. A probable, if not certain, source for these doc- 
trines is the remaining part of the very same chapter 6 of book 9 
of as-Sif@, al-Ilāhīyāt”* However, the incorporation of the problem- 
atic of evil into a De Caelo context, together with the omission of 
mentoning any act of knowledge in the activity of providence, hardly 
allows for any understanding of the divine Decree other than in a 
purely natural way. In accepting such a view, Bahmanyar sharply 
deviates from Ibn Sina, who made a major effort to affirm God as 
the cause of the Universe while at the same time safeguarding a real 
link between God and his creation.?? 

Section three deals exclusively with physical matters. Based on as- 
Sif, al-Kawn wa-l-fasad,°' one finds a discussion of the four elements, 
alteration, growth, rarefication, condensation and mixture, more pre- 
cisely in chapters 1-3 and 5. The phenomenon of light and of light 
rays forms the central issue of chapter 4. A large part of this chap- 
ter is directly based on two chapters of the 7abz rat of the Danisnamah,” 
as 1s clear from the following table. 


58 In the first maqála of the third part, Bahmanyār mentioned a very summary 
definition of providence, which still included an explicit reference to the divine 
knowledge; see n. 49 above. 

5 As for the chapters 2-3, Mutahharī also provides no reference. It has to be 
noted that at the end of the chapter, 662-63, Bahmanyār adds a few remarks on 
du@, which vaguely resemble a passage on the very same topic in the Talgāt, 
47.20—48.12. 

9" See my “Creation and Emanation in Ibn Sina,” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione 
filosofica medievale 7 (1997), 45—477. 

9' For details, see Mutahharī's edition, but at 682, n. 2 one has to read “8” 
instead of “9.” 

5 I made the discovery of these chapters while finishing the present paper. Due 
to time constraints, I was unable to investigate further the possible presence of other 
chapters of the Dānišnāmah in the Tahsil (but see n. 6 above). Let me add that the 
present discovery seriously strengthens my hypothesis of the existence of an Arabic 
original of the Danisnàmah. See my “Les Ta'ligát d'Ibn Sina,” 110. Mutahharr's ref- 
erence to as-Sif@, kītāb an-Nafs, II], 1—2 is not really adequate (perhaps he was mis- 
led by the title of the chapter). 
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Katab at-Tahsīl Dānšnāmah, Tabī'īyāt 
686.7—11 42.1-8 (beginning of ch. 19) 
687.1-6 42.10—43.3 

687.7—688.3 43.7—44.6 

688.3—6 45.12 

688.7-14 45.8—46.4 (end ch. 19) 
689.5—690.8 46.7—49.8 (entire ch. 20) 


Some of the passages do constitute a literal translation, while oth- 
ers are of a rather paraphrastic nature. However, the similarities 
between the two texts are striking. It should be mentioned that at 
the end of the chapter a passage dealing with color has been added 
and which is clearly based on as-Sif@, Kitab an-Nafs, III, 1. Chapter 
6, in its turn, mentions the classes of elements, and discusses such 
phenomena as liquefaction, congelation, etc., by drawing on as-Šīfā”, 
al-Af'āl wa-l-inffalat, 1, 1-2 and 5-9. Bahmanyār does not raise the 
issue of mizag as developed from an outspoken medical context by 
Ibn Sinà in the second part of the latter work.? As for chapter 7, 
it concentrates on sky-linked items, e.g., clouds, winds, etc., and is 
based on ai-Sifa^, al-Atar al-‘ulwiya, II, 1-5. In this case Bahmanyar 
omits the first part of Ibn Sina's volume where one finds an analy- 
sis of earth-linked phenomena such as the origination of wells, moun- 
tains, etc. The reason for this omission is not immediately evident.” 
Mention has also to be made of the fact that in the title of this third 
section, Bahmanyar refers to the Book of Meteorology, under the sole 
title of al-Atar al-‘ulwiya, the usual denomination of Aristotle’s book 
in the Arabic tradition. Hence, it looks as though he rejects Ibn 
Sina’s division of the Stagirite’s work into two independent treatises. 

In the fourth, and last, section, Bahmanyār summarizes Aitab an- 
Nafs of the Sifr. Respecting more or less its order, he discusses the 
following issues: demonstration of the soul, its substantiality and its 
incorporeality (Nafs, I, 1, 3); the vegetative powers of the soul (Nafs, 
IL 1); the five outer senses (Nafs, II, 2-5; IH, 1, 5 and 8); the five 
inner senses (Nafs, IV, 1-3); theoretical and practical intellect and the 
acquisition of knowledge (Nafs, I, 5 and V, 1); estimation and dreams 


* See S. van Riet (ed.), Avicenna Latinus, Liber quartus Naturalium, De actionibus. et 
passionibus (Louvain-la-Neuve: E. Peeters), 28*. 

“ Tt might be that Bahmanyār judged them sufficiently fixed, as with mathe- 
matics (see n. 12 above) and with the section on plants and animals (see n. 52 
above). 
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(Nafs, V, 7; IV, 2-3); motive powers (Nafs, IV, 4); intellect and the 
intellected (Nafs, V, 2 and 6); classification of the powers of the soul 
(Nafs, I, 5); origination and individuation of the soul, and rejection 
of the idea of transmigration (Nafs, V, 3-4, 7-8; I, 3); resurrection 
(Nafs, V, 4). At first glance, Bahmanyār offers a serious survey of 
the essentials of Ibn Sina’s psychological views. 

When overlooking the entire second magāla of the third part of 
Kitab at-Tahsil, one gets the impression that Bahmanyar at least partly 
seems to “re-Aristotelize” the physical project (in its broad sense) of 
Ibn Sina: as with the Stagirite, On Heavens deals exclusively with the 
super-lunar Beings and their activities. Of course, one can barely 
detect such a notion as that of providence in the Stagirite’s work, 
but if one wants to include such a notion in an Aristotelian context, 
no other work seems more natural in which to do so. Also the des- 
ignation of Meteorology by one single title, as indicated above, points 
in the very same direction. However, at the same time, one cannot 
but observe that the omission of the basic treatment of motion, place 
and time here, and its transferal to the context of metaphysics, sim- 
ply does not fit with a “return to Aristotle.” 

From a more encompassing point of view, Kitāb at-Tahsil clearly 
deviates from Ibn Sina’s new philosophical project. It dismisses the 
extraordinary attempt of that project to elaborate a unified metaphy- 
sics. It also seems to reject the unique valorization of theology as ex- 
pressed by the Šayh ar-Ra’is. It rather makes God, as well as (His?) 
providence part of a (natural?) study of Being. In any case, it is 
definitely not Avicennan in several of its structural démarches, notwith- 
standing its massive use of Avicennan texts. By limiting metaphysics 
to a pure ontology, and by re-arranging several physical doctrines, 
one is occasionally inclined to believe that Bahmanyar had in mind 
a “re-Aristotelizing” of Ibn Sīnā's thought. If this is indeed the case, 
one may seriously doubt whether he has really understood the Stagi- 
rite’s thought. The way he mixes up logic, physics and metaphysics 
clearly has no basis in the great Greek thinker. It rather points to 
the influence of a figure such as Abu l-Qāsim al-Kirmānī, accused 


® One may think of such passages as I, 4, 271a33 in order to include the very 
idea of providence in the Aristotelian framework. I thank G. Guldentops, J. Brams 
and W. Vanhamel for their helpful suggestions in this respect. 
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by Ibn Sīnā of being a weak logician and a slavish follower of a 
bad Aristotelianism. It therefore seems possible, if not probable, that 
Bahmanyar sided more with the latter than with Ibn Srna.^ Whatever 
the case in that regard, our analysis has sufficiently shown that Bah- 
manyār cannot be characterized as a faithful disciple of Ibn Sina. 


* By way of hypothesis, and in a very provisional way, I would like to suggest 
that Ibn Sīnā tried to have the young Bahmanyār among his disciples (probably 
during his [first] stay in Rayy and/or his stay in Hamadan), but that already dur- 
ing his lifetime and surely in his later years in Isfahan, it became evident that 
Bahmanyar had taken sides with al-Kirmānī. 
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CHAPTER TEN 


FAHR AD-DIN AR-RAZI’S CRITIQUE OF IBN SINA’S 
ARGUMENT FOR THE UNITY OF GOD IN THE 
IŠĀRĀT AND NASIR AD-DIN AT-TŪSĪTS DEFENCE 


Toby Mayer 


Introduction 


One of Ibn Sīnā's main aims in his handling of metaphysics seems 
to have been to cleanse it of non-metaphysical elements. He espe- 
cially wished to remove premises drawn from physics in arguments 
with metaphysical conclusions. Ibn Sina says as much in the final 
section (fasl 29) of Namat 4 of the Jsarat, where he turns back to 
weigh up the whole namat. In speaking in the course of the namat 
on issues like God’s existence, unity and transcendence of attributes 
(bara^atuhü ‘ani s-sifat), Ibn Sīnā boasts that he has set aside God's 
activity (fil) and creation, and considered nothing but being qua 
being (nafs al-wugiid).' He certainly admits that creation can be grounds 
for reaching these conclusions about God (wa-in kana dalika dalilan 
alayhi). Nevertheless, it is an inferior basis to being qua being. Wherever 
possible, metaphysical conclusions deserve commensurably meta- 
physical premises. Ibn Sina spoke sharply about the other ways of 
reaching such conclusions. In commenting on Book Lambda of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics, he even said “it is vile (gabīh) to proceed to the First 
Reality by way of movement and by way of the fact that It is the 
principle of movement."? Again, in the Mubdahatat, he is reported as 
saying “It is distressmg for me that faith in the reality of the First 
Principle, and in the reality of Its being one, should be proceeded 
to by way of movement and the unity of the moved world.”* 


! Ibn Sina, a/-Išārāt wa-t-tanbihat with TūsTs commentary, ed. S. Dunya (Cairo: 
Dar al-Ma'arif, 1377-1380/1957—-1960) [hereafter [sara], 3:482. 

> Sarh Harf al-Lām, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi in Aristū “nda ("Arab (Cairo: Maktabat an- 
Nahda al-Misriya, 1947), 23. 

> Ibn Sina, Kitab al-Mubahatat, ed. M. Bidarfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 1413/1992), 
84. 
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Such statements bear out that the main thrust of Ibn Sīnā's argu- 
ment for God's existence is not cosmological, but ontological. Rather 
than relying on the world's contingency in affirming a Necessary 
Being, it prides itself on affirming a Necessary Being using nothing 
but the idea of It, in the mind. But this is another story.* The issue 
in this paper is not the existence of God, but God's unity. It turns 
out to be equally true of Ibn Sīnā's argument for God's unity in 
the /sarat that it uses nothing but the idea of such a being. In this, 
his argument starkly contrasts with the arguments for God's unity 
found in Aristotle and kalām. Those arguments are glaringly rooted 
in physics. In Aristotle, for example, the unity of the world-motum is 
the basis for concluding the unity of the world-mover.? Again, in 
kalām, the fact that the world is a cosmos and not a chaos is taken 
to imply the unity of the power governing the world. The kalam 
argument uses the notion of “reciprocal hindrance” (famaámw) and 
has Quranic origins, notably the verse "Were any gods in [heaven 
and earth] other than God, then [heaven and earth] would fall into 
chaos ( fāsadatā).”* 

In contrast to such proofs, how does Ibn Sīnā show that there 
could be only one God, referring to nothing beyond the idea of 
“God” itself? The gist of his argument is in fact already familiar in 
the thought of al-Fārābī (d. 339/951). In his Kitab Ārā” ahl al-madīna 
al-fadila and his as-Syāsa al-Madaniya, Fārābī presents the argument 
that if there were two first principles, each of the two would have 
to have something in common by means of which they share in the 
status of being “First,” and at least one of the two would also have 
to have something peculiar by means of which it is distinct from the 
other. Thus, insofar as they are two, one of them would have to be 
a compound of these factors. But a compound is an effect—an effect 
of its intrinsic parts, 1f nothing else. And the First Cause cannot be 
an effect. So it is one.” 


* See my “Ibn Sīnā's Burhān al-Siddiqin," Oxford Journal of Islamic Studies 12.1 (2001), 
18—39. 

> Metaphysics, 1073a29. 

€ Qur'àn 21:22. 

? Fārābī, On the Perfect State (Kitab Ārā” ahl al-madina al-fādila), ed./tr. Richard 
Walzer (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 60—61; id., as-Styāsa al-Madaniya (Hyderabad: 
Matba‘at Maglis Da irat al-Ma'arif al-“Utmaniya, 1346/1927), 14. See also H.A. 
Davidson, Proofs for Eternity, Creation and the Existence of God in Medieval Islamic and 
Jewish Philosophy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1987), 295. 
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The roots of Farabr's argument reach back, via al-Kindī (d.c. 252/ 
866)? to Plotinus’s Enneads. In the fifth Ennead, Plotinus gives an 
argument against the duplication of the first of the Plotinian hypostases, 
the One (tò ëv). Two perfectly self-identical “Ones” are inconceiv- 
able. The hypothetical duplicate would have to be a compound of 
the shared “oneness” and a difference of some kind. So the dupli- 
cate would be *one" only in the relative sense of the word or, as 
Plotinus puts it, it would have to be a “one-many” (£v &po nxoAAà 
géotat). If the two hypothesized first hypostases are instead thought 
of as “one” in the absolute sense, they would lose their distinctness 
and resolve into one.? Such arguments as these are the forbears of 
Ibn Sīnā's proof. However, Ibn Sinà's argument in the Zsarát is more 
complicated than those of Plotinus or Farabi, in line with Ibn Sīnā's 
tendency to elaborate, and to bear out conclusions in maximal detail. 


Ibn Sina’s Argument 


The full discussion of the issue runs from fasl 16 to 20. Of these, 
the main argument which concerns us here comprises fas! 16 to 18. 
Fasl 20 is the overall conclusion: “the ‘Necessary Existent is not 
predicated of a multiplicity at all” (zwagibu l-wugiidi lā yugālu ‘ala katratin 
aslan).'° Fasl 19 contains a supplementary argument rehearsed from 
Aristotle, based on immateriality. Matter is the means by which a 
single species proliferates in individuals. Matter is absent from the 
Necessary Existent. So It may not proliferate." 

On the other hand, Ibn Šīnā”'s main argument from fasl 16 to 18, 
which builds on that of Fārābī, runs as follows. First come two pre- 
mises. In the premise in fasl 16, Ibn Sia lists all the kinds of inter- 
nal relation which might be found in any identity involving some 
attribute held in common and a multiple individuation. There are 


* G. Atiyeh, Al-Kindī: The Philosopher of the Arabs (Rawalpindi: Islamic Research 
Institute, 1966), 65. 

9 Ennead, V.4.1.15—25. 

10 [jarat, 472. 

" [sarat, 470—471. Compare Aristotle’s argument, Metaphysics, 1074a33—37: *... 
all things which are numerically many have matter. For one and the same definition 
(logos) applies to many, for example *man,' whereas Socrates is unique. But being's 
first essential character has no matter, for it 1s complete actuality. Accordingly, the 
unmoved First Mover is one both in definition and in number (£v &pa xoi Aóyo 
xoi dp10LĢ).” 
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three elements to consider. The factor common to the kindred indi- 
viduals;? the uncommon factor by which they are different individ- 
uals;? and finally the linkage of these factors, either by way of the 
strong relation of concomitance (luziim) or by way of the weak relation 
of accidentality (urūd). The interaction of these elements results in 
four possibilities. (1) The common factor might be an inseparable 
concomitant of the uncommon factor. For instance, as Rāzī (d. 606/ 
1209) says, the nature of a genus might be a concomitant of the 
natures of various differentiae." “Animal,” for example, is a con- 
comitant of the differentiae “rational” and “irrational,” in the case 
of man and beast respectively. (2) The uncommon factor might be 
a concomitant of the common factor. This, however, is absurd. 
Otherwise the common factor might have permanent properties at 
odds with one another. But that 1s impossible by the principle of 
the excluded middle. We would, for instance, always have to think 
of “rationality” and “irrationality” whenever we think of “animal.” 
In (3) and (4) come the corresponding accidental relations, which 
are both feasible because they involve the separability of the factors. 

In Ibn Sinà's second premise, given in fasl 17, he marks out the 
scope of a quiddity's causal power. Something's quiddity, considered 
in its own right independently of existence, may be said to cause 
some attribute (sifa) that it has. Tūsī (d. 672/1274) gives the exam- 
ple of “rationality” (ndtigiya) causing “wonderment” (muta'agcibiya). 
But no quiddity, or subsidiary attribute thereof, could be said to be 
the cause of its own very external existence. This is because “the 
cause is prior In existence, and there is nothing prior in existence 
to existence.”'* No quiddity, in other words, can somehow generate 
itself in external reality and bear responsibility for what it precisely 
lacks, i.e., existence." 


7 mā tattafiqu fihi, Išārāt, 456. 

5 mā tahtalifu fihi, Išārāt, 456. : 

" [bn Sina, Fabr ad-Din ar-Rāzī and Nasir ad-Din at-Tūsī, Sarhay al-Išārāt, ed. 
as-Sayyid ‘U.H. al-Haššāb (Cairo: al-Matba'a al-Hayrīya, 1325/1907) [hereafter 
Sarhay al-Isarát|, 199. 

5 Tsarat, 458. 

15 Jšārāt, 461-2. 

7 Incidentally, this shows how Ibn Sīnā's essentialism is far from crude. It seems 
to amount to an explicit denial of esse essentiae. 
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As will emerge, these two premises are of use to Ibn Sina in fasi 
18—the proof itself of divine unity. The wording of the fasl is far 
from easy, and the overall readings of Rāzī and Tūsī are badly at 
odds. However, the basic drift of the argument is clear from Ibn 
Sinà's opening words. 


The individuated Necessary Existent, if that individuation of It 1s 
because It is necessary in existence, then there is no necessary exis- 
tent other than It. And 1f Its individuation is not because of that, but 
for some other reason, It is an effect.'* 


Here Ibn Sina posits “the necessary existent” as a species. He does 
this only for the sake of argument, since to do so literally would 
yield many problems.' If it is taken provisionally as a species in this 
way, an alternative results. (A) The species might be at one with the 
individual, so that they are completely coterminous and the Necessary 
Existent 1s single insofar as the species is single. Or (B) the species 
and the individual might be distinct. The two, in fact, would have 
to be distinct, if there were more than one necessary existent, since 
they would constitute different individuals sharing in the common 
species "the necessary existent." But this separation of species and 
individual inside each hypothesized necessary being is absurd, since 
it entails contingency, and contingency is incompatible with the sta- 
tus of necessity. The very idea of intrinsic necessity of existence thus 
dictates (A). Ibn Sīnā goes on to show in detail how the separation 
between species and individual, required by (B), would involve absur- 
dity, and he uses the premises given in fasl 16 and 17 to this end. 
The fourfold list given in fasl 16 is presented again, but is now 
applied specifically to the necessary existent. The following options 
emerge.?? 


? Išārāt, 464. 

7? E.g., it would imply a quiddity, and hence that the Necessary is a compound 
of quiddity and existence. But that Ibn Sina in some sense entertains “the neces- 
sary existent" as a species is made explicit in the following fasi (19) where he rea- 
sons on the basis of his argument here in fasl 18 that “things which have a single 
species-definition (hadd nawt) are single, and are different only because of other 
causes," Išārāt, 470. 

? In the following diagrams, X >— Y indicates that “X is the concomitant of 
Y" and X ~> — Y indicates that “X is the accident of Y.” 
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(1) * species “the necessary existent” 
° + individuations 
(2) $ species “the necessary existent” 


. e individuations 


(3) A species “the necessary existent” 


° ° individuations 
(4) 5 species “the necessary existent” 
° ° individuations 


It will become clear that Ibn Sinà does not just rule out each of 
these options on the grounds that it absurdly inflicts contingency on 
the Necessary Existent, but that he brings out yet further absurdities. 

He eliminates (1) with the words “If the existence of the Necessary 
Existent* were a concomitant of Its individuation, the existence would 
become a concomitant belonging to a quiddity or attribute of some- 
thing else."? Prima facie, the problem here is just that the species 


?! Išārāt, 465 (*reading wagib al-wuģūd for wāģib al-wuģūb). 
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"the necessary existent," as a concomitant depending on the indi- 
viduation, is absurdly made contingent on some cause (i.e., the indi- 
viduation). This reading is confirmed, implicitly, by the way Ibn Sina 
shortly eliminates (2), in which “the necessary existent" is instead 
hypothesized as an accident of the individuation, for he now says 
*...then it is a fortiori due to a cause.” Nevertheless there is an 
intentional ambiguity in Ibn Šīnā's elimination of (1) in keeping with 
the allusive style typifying the Zsarat (The Allusions). It is a fact that, 
in their commentaries, both Rāzī and Tūsī focus on how (1) would 
violate the second premise (fasl 17): a quiddity cannot bear respon- 
sibility for its own existence. And this is confirmed by the curious 
way Ibn Sina words his elimination. He does not say that “the nec- 
essary existent" would become the concomitant of something else, 
rather, that the existence of the necessary existent would become the 
concomitant of the quiddity or attribute of something else. In this, 
there is an unmistakable reference to the premise in fasl 17, where 
he ruled that "it 1s impossible for the attribute which 1s the exis- 
tence of the thing to be due only to its quiddity which does not 
consist in existence, or due to some other attribute.”** It may there- 
fore be taken that Ibn Sina has two absurdities in mind in his elim- 
ination of (1): the infliction of contingency on the Necessary; and 
the violation of the second premise. 

In (2), as just stated, the species “the necessary existent” is even 
more obviously dependent on a cause since accidents are in a weaker 
relation with their subjects than concomitants. Hence, Ibn Sma says 
“it is a fortiori due to a cause” (fa-huwa awlá bi-an yakūna li-illa). Vūsī 
says that “here, ‘a fortior points to a new need for a quite separate 
agent to bring about the things related and their combination.” 
We may counter that the Necessary Being is itself presupposed to 
be an ultimate agent, without any agent beyond it. If that is so, 
however, the individuation would have to bear sole responsibility for 
its own accident of “necessary existence,” and this again violates the 
premise given in fas! 17. A quiddity would again have been made 
responsible for its own very existence. 

In (3) the individuations are the accidents of the species “the neces- 
sary existent.” While Ibn Sma’s manner of eliminating (3) is recondite, 


? See below under (2). 
Išārāt, 458—462. 
* Išārāt, 465. 
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the basic absurdity with this option is clearly that it makes “the nec- 
essary existent" dependent in some respect, on something else. Again, 
this cause may be quite separate, or, given that the Necessary Existent 
is itself presupposed to be ultimate, it may be a factor within the 
subject-accident complex. Ibn Šīnā's elimination is worded as follows. 


If that through which it is individuated [1.e., the individuations] were 
accidental to [the species], [the species] would be due to a cause. 
Then, if [the species] and that through which it 1s individuated were 
a single quiddity, that cause would be a cause for the particularity of 
that which by itself is necessary in its existence—and this is absurd. 
And if [the individuations’] accidentality were subsequent to the individ- 
uation of a prior First, our argument would be about that prior thing.” 


Ibn Sīnā here considers an alternative. Either the species and the 
individuation are always in union (as he puts it, they form "a single 
guiddity”), or the species and the individuation are not always in 
union but must be brought together. If they are always in union 
(possessed as they are of the ultimacy which goes with the status of 
necessity), nevertheless, within the union there is a dependence of the 
species on the individuation, insofar as the species 1s particularized. 
But the species in question is that of “the necessary existent” and it 
is absurd for it to depend in any respect on something else. Alterna- 
tively, if we set aside the claim of ultimacy for the being in ques- 
tion, then the union of the species and the accident of individuation 
must depend on a separate agent which has already been individu- 
ated. The very same problems then afflict this new agent, or in Ibn 
Sīnā's words, “our argument would be about that prior thing." 

Finally, in (4) Ibn Sinà dismisses the option in which the indi- 
viduations are the concomitants of the species with the simple state- 
ment “what is left of the disjuncts is absurd.”** This option evidently 
corresponds with the permutation which was presented in fasl 16 as 
intrinsically absurd, whereby the uncommon factor is the concomi- 
tant of the common factor. 

What 1s striking about this highly intricate argument is that Ibn 
Sinà at no point rests content with the reasoning that compounding 
is inflicted on the Necessary Being by all the options. Quite sepa- 
rate problems are highlighted in Ibn Sinà's argument. First, contin- 


5 Išārāt, 466-8. 
2 Išārāt, 469. 
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gency may be shown to follow for the Necessary in different and 
highly specific ways. Second, a quiddity may be shown to have been 
absurdly made responsible for its own existence. Third, the permu- 
tation may be held up as intrinsically absurd." Ibn Sina thus avoids 
simply basing his proof on the principle of divine simplicity, that 1s, 
the premise that the Necessary Being must be an absolute simplex. 
While he of course admits the truth of that, he puts it aside in his 
proof of God's unity in the Jšārāt. It is unclear whether he does so 
because he views it as something of a petitio principii, or because he 
sets himself the challenge of going beyond the proof given by Fārābī, 
Kindi, and Plotinus— since divine simplicity is evidently the basis of 
their proofs.” 


Rāzī”s Attack 


What is Razi's response to this reasoning? Rāzī mounts an extra- 
ordinary onslaught against it, and it is not possible here to go into 
every nook and cranny of his commentary. To begin with, Razi’s 
reading of Ibn Sina’s proof strikes the reader as very odd. Ibn Sina 
found intrinsically absurd the option in which the uncommon fac- 
tor (the individuations) is the concomitant of the common factor 
(“necessary existence”). But this “absurdity” is understood by Rāzī 
to mean that multiplicity in the uncommon factor would have to be 
negated, so, as Razi says, “this would entail that it be said ‘wher- 
ever there is necessity, there is that individuation.’ So, any neces- 
sary existent is that individuated one (mu‘ayyan), so the Necessary 
Existent is nothing but that individuated one, and it would be one 
and not multiple."? In other words, Rāzī thinks that Ibn Sina’s 
proof comes down to this option. But this reading of Ibn Šīnā's 
proof leads Razi into severe difficulties as a commentator. Ibn Sina 
clearly marks out his intended conclusion in the opening words of 
Jasl 18: “If the individuation of the individuated Necessary Existent 
is because it is necessary in existence, there is no Necessary Existent 


7 Le. when the individuations are the concomitants of “necessary existence.” 

? [n fact the simplicity of the First Principle turns out to be the consequence 
rather than the premise of Ibn Sinà's thinking. Since none of the internal relations 
is viable within the divine identity, it follows that It is a simplex. 

? Sarhay al-Išārāt, 205. 
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other than It." Rāzī is thus obliged to take this statement to refer 
to the option in question, in which the individuation is the con- 
comitant of “necessary existence." But this leaves none of the four 
options available to be referred to by Ibn Sina’s closing words, as 
already quoted: “What is left of the disjuncts is absurd.” ‘Tus? rejoins: 
“And there is no disjunct left here to which [Ibn Sīnā's] statement 
‘And what is left of the disjuncts is absurd’ can refer! And there is 
no doubt that what we have mentioned is more consistent (asaddu 
intibagan) with the text of [Ibn Sma’s] argument. God knows best 
what is correct.”*! 

We must agree with Tust. Rāzī's reading awakens us, however, 
to an important feature of his outlook. He is inclined to admit rela- 
tions in diis. He has no problem speaking of X as the concomi- 
tant, i.e., the property, of Y, in God. Rāzī, in other words, tends 
to believe in a complex God. Undoubtedly, this tendency is explained 
by Razi’s grounding in AS‘arism, which originally fought for a com- 
plex God against the severe apophaticism (tail) of the Muttazila. 
Additionally, Razi’s tendency may have been encouraged by his study 
of the philosophy of Abū l-Barakat al-Bagdadi (d. after 560/1164), 
who also maintained a personalist stance in theology and who is 
known to have influenced Rāzī in other areas of his thought.” 

Be that as it may, Rāzī does not believe that the option in ques- 
tion is the correct one. He instead upholds the one in which the 
factors are related in reverse, with “necessary existence” as the con- 
comitant of the individuation—the first permutation. Again, Rāzī is 
influenced in this by his concerns as an A&'ari theologian. The kalam 
motive is in fact quite explicit, for he openly says of the viewpoint 
he defends "many of the theologians...say that the existence of 
God (Exalted 1s He!) 1s additional to His quiddity, and 1s one of the 


3 [sarat, 464. 

31 Jšārāt, 468. 

* See S. Pines, “Etudes sur Awhad al-Zamān Abu’l-Barakat al-Baghdādī,” Revue 
des Études Juives 103-104 (1937), 59—60; reprinted in Studies in Abū I-Barakat al- 
Baghdādī, Physics and Metaphysics, The Collected Works of Shlomo Pines, I (Jerusalem: 
The Magnes Press, 1979), 28-9; id., “Abū l-Barakāt Hibat Allah b. Malka al- 
Baghdādī al-Baladī,” EP, 1:113. Nicholas Rescher rightly or wrongly maintains the 
strong influence of Abu 1-Barakāt on Rāzī in logic, and even upholds the idea that 
Rāzī was a direct student of Abū l-Barakat; see his The Development of Arabic Logic 
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1964), 67-68, 169—170, and 183-184. 
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attributes of His reality." Indeed, al-Gazālī (d. 505/1111) had ear- 
lier seen the divine identity in just these terms.** 

But Ibn Sinà has blocked the way to admitüng the first permu- 
tation. Notably, there is his premise given in fasl 17, that it is absurd 
for any quiddity to bear responsibility for its own existence. For if 
Rāzī 1s right, there 1s at least one case of a quiddity bearing such 
responsibility, namely, that of God, whose “necessary existence" is 
the concomitant of his quiddity. Most of Razi’s arguments can be 
read as aimed at removing this premise, and making way for the 
concomitance of God's existence to His quiddity. The first stage in 
this comprises six arguments that existence is univocal, i.e., invari- 
ant in itself. Rāzī actually claims that this is in line with the philoso- 
phers own views. But against Ibn Sīnā, who claims that God is 
wholly without quiddity, Razi holds that the univocity of existence 
means that there must be some factor in God other than mere exis- 
tence, which serves to distinguish Him from contingents, namely, a 
divine quiddity. God cannot be mere univocal existence. However, 
this is not the only motive for Rāzīs arguments that existence is 
univocal. It additionally follows from the univocity of existence that 
if existence 1s invariant and is accidental to quiddity in contingents, 
then it must also be accidental to existence in God, “since the con- 
comitant of the single reality occurs wherever it occurs."? As Tūsī 
neatly explains: “... since [Razi] saw the existence of contingents as 
a thing that is accidental to their quiddities, and he had ruled that 
the existence of the Necessary is equal to the existence of contin- 
gents, he ruled that the existence of the Necessary also is acciden- 
tal to His quiddity, so His quiddity is different from His existence. 
Greatly exalted be God above that!”** In this way, having estab- 
lished that existence is univocal in his first six arguments, Rāzī imme- 
diately puts his conclusion to work in five arguments that existence 
must be accidental to quiddity. Next come Rāzī's arguments specifically 
aimed against the premise in fasl 17, that it is absurd for a quiddity 
to bear responsibility for its own existence. Razi tries to show how 
this need not be so. 


3 Šarhay al-Išārāt, 201. 

?* See Y. Ceylan, Theology and Tafstr in the Major Works of Fakhr al-Din al-Rāzī (Kuala 
Lumpur: International Institute of Islamic Thought and Civilization, 1996), 76. 

3 Sarhay al-Isarat, 201. 

% Tšārāt, 458. 
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Finally, he identifies another hidden premise in Ibn Sina’s elimi- 
nation of the first option. This is that the factors involved, the indi- 
viduation on the one hand, and its concomitant “necessity,” on the 
other hand, are positive or existential (tuba) in status. Razi proceeds 
to give four arguments in fasl 18? that “necessity” is a negative or 
non-existential (sab) attribute. He augments these with two arguments 
that the individuation, also, is salbī. What are we to make of this 
shocking apophaticism in handling “necessity” and “individuation”? 
An obvious point is that it destroys the whole basis of this type of 
Farabian argument for God’s unity. The argument of course turns 
on the claim that it is contradictory to hypothesize two radically sim- 
ple beings. For according to the claim, they would have to be con- 
ceptual composites combining a common factor and an uncommon 
factor. But if Rāzī can show that the relevant factors are negative, 
then they will not bring about compounding, and two radically sim- 
ple beings could indeed be hypothesized, without contradiction. As 
Rāzī puts it: “... from the fact that multiple things share in ‘neces- 
sity’ it does not follow that there be [intrinsic] multiplicity. For things 
variant in quiddity may share in negativity, without the occurrence 
in them of composition. For each of two simplexes (basttayn) which 
one may hypothesize will undoubtedly share in their negation of 
everything else, although sharing in negativity implies multiplicity.”** 

Razi, to be sure, was no polytheist. He is not out to prove that 
there might be two or more gods. He simply wants to bring out 
that Ibn Sīnā's argument fails: you cannot prove God’s oneness in 
this way. Rāzī, as a mutakallim, instinctively preferred proofs of God's 
unity rooted in God’s acts and His creation, not God’s intrinsic 
nature. A look at a work like Razi’s Aitab al-Arba‘in strongly bears 
this out. There, he is again fiercely critical of Ibn Sīnā's type of 
argument for God's unity,” but upholds those of the kalām type." 

Some examples of particular arguments from the chains of argu- 
ments offered by Razi in his commentary are due. Among the six 
arguments that existence is univocal are the following. Existence is 
the contrary of non-existence. Rāzī now invokes the principle of the 


87 Šarhay al-Išārāt, 205. 

* [bid., 206. 

° See Razi, Kitab al-Arba'īn fi usūl ad-din (Hyderabad: Matba'at Mašlis Da'irat 
al-Ma‘arif al- Utmānīya, 1353/1934), 31ff. 

?^ Thid., 221-226. 
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excluded middle: “Our proposition that either a thing is or is not, 
is an exclusive disjunction."*' Rāzī seems to tie the principle into his 
reasoning more tightly by his selection of terminology. Unusually, 
the word he uses for “existence” is tubūt, not wuģūd, and the word 
he uses for non-existence is intifa not ‘adam. These respectively sug- 
gest ubāt (affirmation) and nafy (negation). At any rate, Rāzī means 
us to understand that just as a tertium quid is ruled out in the prin- 
ciple of the excluded middle, a terttum quid must be ruled out between 
existence and non-existence. So existence 1s univocal. The tone of 
another argument might be dismissed as rhetorical but for its resem- 
blance to modern “ordinary-language” philosophy.” In it, Rāzī draws 
attention to the difference between a poem in which a word recurs 
which is the same in form and meaning, and a poem in which a 
word recurs which is the same in form but has different meanings. 
The latter would merit the designation “rhyme” (gāftya). On the other 
hand the former may loosely be called a “rhyme” but is really just 
repetition (fakrir. The word ‘ayn, with all its meanings (spring, eye, 
spy, etc.), would qualify as a rhyme if repeated as a verse-ending. 
By contrast, says Rāzī, it is not conceivable for the word wuğūd (exis- 
tence) to be repeated to poetic effect. It only means one thing, and 
so is purely univocal.” 

Among the five arguments that existence must be accidental to 
quiddity are the following. Doubting the modality of the world-cause 
(necessary or contingent), or whether it is a substance or accident, 
is not the same thing as doubting its very existence. Existence is thus 
different from questions of characterization (1.e., quiddity), and the 
two are distinct in God. While the philosophers hold that minds do 
not grasp “the reality of the Divinity’s essence,” nevertheless they 
hold that unqualified existence (mutlaq al-wugiid), as a primary concept 
(tasawwur awwalt), is innately known. This implies that God has both 
existence (the known) and a quiddity (the unknown). Again, with 
non-divine things, the same distinction is at work, but in reverse. 
The quiddity of a triangle is well-known to us, but whether the trian- 
gle has actual existence is unknown, to use Ibn Sīnā's own example.” 


*! Sarhay al-Išārāt, 200. 

* On ordinary-language philosophy, see e.g. J. Passmore, A Hundred Years of 
Philosophy (Penguin, 1968), 440—465. 

5 Sarhay al-Išārāt, 200. 

^ [bid., 202. 
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Another argument Rāzī gives 1s that the philosophers are quite happy 
to reason inductively in many cases. For example, they argue that 
since extensions (ab'ād) require an underlying matter in observed 
instances, extensions must require it always. Hence, they assert that 
the celestial spheres need a material substrate of some sort, and they 
deny something going from point A to point B without anything 
intervening between the points—the doctrine of atomic leaps (abd 
haliya, “instantaneous distances”). The philosophers, in sum, hold 
that the character of the induced species-nature (tabi‘@ naw‘tya) does 
not vary. Razi says, “When that is established, we say: ‘Existence, 
insofar as it 1s existence stripped of other accidents, is a single species- 
nature, and it is impossible that what it requires varies. And since 
it is like that, existence in our view is an accident in need of quid- 
dity and requiring it.” 

We come to Rāzī's four arguments that, contrary to Ibn Šīnā's 
claim in fasl 17, it is not absurd for a quiddity to cause its own exis- 
tence. Among these arguments is the following. It is wrong to insist 
on a cause always being prior in existence to its effect. There is a 
clear case of something causal which yet lacks existence, namely the 
quiddity of contingents insofar as it receives existence. Rāzī says: 
“Do you not see that the quiddities of contingents are prior to their 
existences, so their quiddities are causes receptive to their existence, 
in this case the priority of the receptive cause to the effect being 
unnecessary?" Rāzī then asks: if quiddity gua quiddity can be given 
the status of receptive cause (al-tlla al-qübiliya), why should it not be 
given the status of efficient or existentializing cause (al-“la al-fa'iliya)? 


Tüsi's Defense 


In his commentary, Tūsī slightingly says that “remarking on the 
places where [Razi] slipped up is necessary, lest he distort the views 
of beginners by [their] following in his tracks."" While Tūsī chooses 
to answer Rāzī's arguments point by point in some cases, a single 
adjustment is all that is needed to parry much of Razi’s attack at 


5 [bid. 
© [bid., 203. 
U Išārāt, 463. 
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one stroke. After all, the bulk of Razi’s onslaught takes it that exist- 
ence Is univocal and that the philosophers themselves uphold this. 
From this it followed for Razi that God must have a quiddity to 
explain His transcendence of contingents, univocal existence not being 
enough to mark Him off from them; and it also followed that God's 
existence was accidental to His quiddity, since “the concomitant of 
the single reality occurs wherever it occurs," i.e., it is the unvarying 
nature of existence to be some sort of attribute of quiddity wher- 
ever it is found. Rāzī was thereby forced to show that in one case, 
that of the Necessary Being, it was not absurd for the quiddity to 
bear full responsibility for its own existence, and not have it loaned 
to it ab extra. 

But according to Tūsī, Rāzī is quite wrong, in the first place, that 
the philosophers hold existence to be univocal. Instead, what the 
philosophers actually say is that existence is not equivocal. In other 
words, it does not have a series of actually discrete meanings. But 
while the philosophers thus hold existence to have some kind of 
unified meaning (ma‘nan wahid), they claim that it 1s predicated unequally. 
There is a tertium quid between equivocity and univocity, namely, 
ambiguity." And this, according to Tūsī is the correct doctrine: the 
ambiguity of existence (taškīk al-wugiid). As Tūsī says: “If [the ambi- 
guity of existence] 1s proved, then the problems of this noble man 
[1.e., Razi] are completely solved. This is because existence is pred- 
icated of what is beneath it with a single meaning (bi-ma'nan. wahid) 
as the philosophers held, and the equivalence (tasdwin) of its subjects 
(malzūmāt) does not follow from that (namely, the existence of the 
Necessary and the existence of contingents) in reality. For [via ambi- 
guity] things variant in reality might share in a single concomitant.’ 


48 Matching the commentators’ terminology is awkward. Rāzī just uses the expres- 
sions ütmak lafzi (verbal sharing), i.e., equivocity, and tšterāk ma'nawi (semantic shar- 
ing), by which he clearly means univocity. Tūsī uses steak lafzi for equivocity and 
tawātu (agreement) for univocity. It seems that, for Tūsī, univocity and ambiguity 
(taškīk) are both types of istirak ma'nawi, understood literally as “semantic sharing”. 
I tabulate the terms as follows: 


Rāzī Tūsī 
(a) egulvocity (b) univocity (a) equivocity (b) semantic commonness 
(ištirāk lafzi) (istirāk ma‘nawt) (ištirāk lafzi) (ištirāk ma‘nawt) 


(2) univocity (tawatu’) 
(ii) ambiguity (laskik) 
? Tsarat, 460. 
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"Tūsī is probably right. Rāzī seems to have misunderstood the posi- 
tion, traceable to Aristotle's Metaphysics, that being must have a unified 
meaning on pain of the destruction of the subject matter of meta- 
physics, the science of being qua being. If being is equivocal and a 
sheer disunity, it cannot be studied systematically by a science, since 
"not to have one meaning, is to have no meaning." But having a 
unified underlying meaning does not have to entail existence's flat 
equality, or univocity, as Ràzi believes. 

If existence is ambiguous, then, how exactly does this destroy 
Razi’s attack? Clearly, existence no longer would have an unvary- 
ing nature, as Razi claimed, requiring it to be an attribute of quid- 
dity in every case. It therefore need not be an attribute of quiddity 
in God! Anyway, Rāzī's whole motive in attributing God with a 
quiddity—namely, to explain how He is differentiated above con- 
tingents—collapses. Existence is instead intrinsically variegated, and 
what explains God’s transcendence is not a quiddity separate from 
existence, but God's own special existence (wučūduhū l-hass).? God 
can be pure existence (wugiid mahd), as Ibn Sma famously held, yet 
still totally transcend contingents. Again, Razi’s arguments that in 
the case of God a quiddity can bear responsibility for its own attribute 
of existence become quite superfluous. God no longer need be attrib- 
uted with a quiddity at all, and the absurdity of a quiddity causing 
its own existence can be left as it stands. 

Tūsī has a lengthy and fascinating exposition of the doctrine of 
the ambiguity of existence in his commentary on fasl 17. To bring 
out what the ambiguity of existence means, he inter alia makes ref- 
erence to the indeterminate spectrum of color and the inequality 
between the light (and heat) of the sun and that of lesser sources.” 
I do not propose to go over his exposition in detail here. The ques- 
tion naturally arises, however, of the validity of Tüsrs use of the 
ambiguity of existence to defend Ibn Sinà's argument against Rāzī. 
Is it a doctrinal anachronism, foisted on the Sayh ar-Ra’is in reac- 
tion to Rāzīs critique, or does it have some real basis in the Sayh’s 
philosophy? 


50 Metaphysics, 1006b8. 
>! Išārāt, 460. 

5 Ibid., 461. 

5 Ibid., 458—460. 
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In answering this, a difference must be noted between a more 
public doctrinal statement like the Sif? and Ibn Sina's relatively pri- 
vate statements to be found, for example, in the teacher-disciple dis- 
cussions contained in the Mubdahatat. Ibn Sina seems not to refer by 
name to taškīk al-wuģūd in the Metaphysics of the Sifr. But he does 
refer to it several times, and explicitly, in the Mubāhatāt”* So Tūsī 
indisputably uses the doctrine on the Sayb's own authority. In fact 
we know that even before Ibn Sina, Fārābī used the doctrine. Tūsī 
himself gives over several pages of his Masari‘ al-musari—a refuta- 
tion of Šahrastānī's critique of Ibn Sina known as the Musāraa (The 
Wrestling Match)—to disproving Sahrastani’s claim that the doctrine 
of taškīk al-wugiid was innovated by Ibn Sina, and had no earlier 
basis in “the logic of the sages" (mantiq al-hukamā”). lüsi quotes a 
series of proof-texts from Fārābī, Alexander of Aphrodisias, and 
Aristotle, which attest to taškīk al-wuģūd.” 

But does Tūsī change the expression of the doctrine at all? For 
example, it is very noticeable in his exposition in the Jšārāt com- 
mentary that Tūsī lists three kinds of variation (rhtilaf) in existence. 
It varies in priority and posteriority, deservingness (awlawiya) and 
undeservingness, and strength and weakness (aš-šīdda wa-d-duf)>' It 
is this last kind of variation which jumps out of the līst at the reader. 
Variation of existence in strength and weakness seems to amount to 
a heavily committed Neoplatonic doctrine of “degrees of reality,” ill- 
fiting with basic Aristotelian logical principles like those of non-con- 
tradiction and the excluded middle. Additionally, it appears to fly 
in the face of Aristotle’s unqualified assertion that substance (ousia), 
which is “primary being,” does not admit of more and less.” It is 
indeed noteworthy that Ibn Sina, for his part, in the Sia states cat- 
egorically that existence does not vary in strength and weakness (lā 


> Mubāhatāt, 41, 218, 232. 

? In a seminal study, H.A. Wolfson has cited Farabi’s use of existence as a basic 
example of an ambiguous term in his Risāla fi Gawāb masa'il swila “anha. Wolfson 
traces the doctrine beyond to Alexander of Aphrodisias, and finally finds it incipi- 
ent in Aristotle's own thought. See his “The Amphibolous Terms in Aristotle, Arabic 
Philosophy and Maimonides," in Studies tn the History of Philosophy and Religion, ed. 1. 
Twersky and G.H. Williams (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973), 
1:457. 

5 Tūsī, Masárt al-musāri, ed. H. al-Mu'izzi (Qum: Maktabat Ayat Allāh al- 
Mar'ašī, 1405/1984), 56—60. 

57 Jšārāt, 459. 

5 Categories, 3b33. 
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yahtalifu fī š-šīdda wa-d-duf), nor does it admit of "less" and “more 
deficient.”” But again, Ibn Sina seems more open in the Mubāhatāt. 
For in this more intimate context he again freely assents to the vari- 
ation of existence in strength and weakness. Even here, however, he 
is palpably defensive, and clearly feels that he must explain himself. 
For instance he says: “Every existent whose existence is through 
fewer intermediaries is more powerful in existence (agwd wugüdan). 
[For example] more powerful in existence is the substance, since it 
exists for its part through fewer intermediaries [and] weaker in exis- 
tence is the accident, since it is the reverse of this.” 

It is clear in one passage in the Mubahatat that Ibn Sina’s teach- 
ing that substance’s existence was “stronger” than accident’s, deeply 
irritated more conventional colleagues. Michot has read this passage 
as directed at Abū l-Qāsim al-Kirmānī in particular—a hated com- 
petitor at the Büyid court.*' Ibn Sina explains that the variation in 
existence which Kirmānī finds such an outrage is just a way of refer- 
ring to its well-known variation in independence and need (al-istigna? 
wa-l-haga). He protests that it is inexcusable (lā ‘udra lahū) that this 
point escaped his rival.” 

By the time we reach Tüsrs commentary, the variation of exist- 
ence in independence and need has been eclipsed by its metaphys- 
ically daring gloss, the variation of existence in strength and weakness, 
since [ūsī's list leaves out the former and only speaks of the latter. 
Tūsī speaks confidently in terms which Ibn Sina as yet uses only 
fitfully and defensively, held back as he is by Aristotelian strictures. 
An inconsistency follows in Ibn Sīnā's works, so that between the 
Sif@ and the Mubahatat he now admits, now denies strengthening 
and weakening in existence.? The same inconsistency can be seen 
in Ibn Šīnā's immediate disciples. In Bahmanyar ibn al-Marzuban’s 
Kūtāb at-Tahsil, in one place he categorically states that existence does 


Ibn Sina, ai-Sifa^, al-Ilāhīyāt, ed. G. Anawati and S. Zā'id (Cairo: Dar al-Kitab 
al-"Arabī li-t-Tiba‘a wa-n-Našr, 1380/1960), 276. 

60 Mubahatat, 306. 

9! J. Michot, “La réponse d’Avicenne à Bahmanyár et al-Kirmáni, Présentation, 
traduction critique et lexique arabe-frangais de la Mubáhatha III,” Le Muséon 110.1—2 
(1997), 186. 

6 Mubahatat, 71. 

55 Note that there is also an inconsistency within the Mubāhatāt itself. Ibn Sina 
affirms strengthening in existence elsewhere in the work, as we have seen; but he 
also denies it on p. 286. 
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not vary in strength and weakness, citing the Metaphysics of the Sifā?.** 
However, earlier in the work he had already said “then know that 
existence 1s predicated of what falls beneath it ambiguously, not uni- 
vocally. And the meaning of that is that the existence which has no 
cause is prior by nature to the existence which has a cause, and 
likewise the existence of substance is prior to the existence of acci- 
dent. Moreover, some existence is stronger, and some of it is weaker 
(badu l-wugiid aqwa wa-ba'duhū adaf).”* In all this, it is as though we 
capture a crucial moment in intellectual history—the public emer- 
gence of a concept long in gestation. 


Conclusion 


Sense can be made of Rāzī's highly elaborate commentary on Ibn 
Sīnā's proof of divine unity in the Jšārāt once it is seen as basically 
aimed at admitting the first of Ibn Sma’s four options. According 
to this option, God's “necessary existence" is the concomitant of His 
quiddity. In proposing this option, Rāzī is driven by the under- 
standing that existence is univocal. To begin with, the univocity of 
existence provides Rāzī with his motive for asserting that God has 
a quiddity. For, given the equality of existence, a divine quiddity is 
needed to explain why existence in the case of God wholly tran- 
scends existence in the case of contingents. Next, the univocity of 
existence also provides Rāzī with his explanation of how existence 
functions as an attribute of quiddity in God, just as in other beings. 
This is because, given that existence 1s univocal, it must behave as 
a single species-nature and its requirement may not vary. So if exis- 
tence in contingents needs a quiddity as its subject, it must do so 
in God too. Lastly, Rāzī must refute Ibn Sina’s premise in fasl 17, 
namely, that it is never conceivable for a quiddity to bear respon- 
sibility for its own existence. If Rāzī is right, then while it is true 
that contingent guiddities always receive their existences from exter- 
nal agents, in the case of God we are confronted by a quiddity 
which is fully an agent for its own existence, so this must after all 
be a conceivable scenario. 


“ Bahmanyar ibn al-Marzuban, Ailab at-Tahsil, ed. M. Mutahharī (Tehran: Intišārāti 
Dānišgāh-yi Tihràn, 13755/1996), 529. 
9 Ibid., 281. 
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But Razi’s thinking goes against core features of Ibn Sīnā's con- 
ception of God—that God is simple, and that He is pure existence 
untainted by quiddity. Indeed, as an AS‘ari in theology, Rāzī is basi- 
cally hostile to this philosophical view of God. In his response on 
behalf of Ibn Sma, Tüsi is quite right to single out the univocity of 
existence as the crucial premise in Razi’s argumentation. According 
to Tūsī, while Rāzī is correct that existence is not equivocal, it does 
not follow that it is univocal. Between equivocity and univocity there 
is ambiguity, and once it is accepted that existence is ambiguous 
(musakkak), Razi’s case largely collapses. First, the ambiguity of exis- 
tence destroys Rāzī's motive in claiming that God has a quiddity. 
No superadded divine quiddity is needed to explain why God’s exis- 
tence wholly transcends that of contingents—since ambiguous exis- 
tence is instead intrinsically variegated. Second, an ambiguous reality 
cannot function as a species-nature. lo be sure, it forms some sort 
of unity (unlike the referent of an equivocal term), but it does not 
have unvarying requirements. Thus, though existence requires a quid- 
dity as its subject in contingents, it need not do so in God. And in 
that case, the premise in fasl 17 can remain intact: it is absolutely 
inconceivable for a quiddity to be the agent for its own existence, 
in God as in contingents. 

Finally, it is demonstrable that Tūsī does not use the doctrine of 
the ambiguity of existence arbitrarily here, in defence of Ibn Sina's 
proof. The doctrine is strongly attested in Ibn Sma’s own meta- 
physics, and for that matter, in Fārābī's also. Intriguingly, however, 
Tūsī understands the ambiguity of existence inter alia in terms of an 
actual gradation of existence in strength and weakness. On occasion, 
Ibn Sina directly condemns this very notion, in accordance with vital 
features of Aristotle’s thought, such as the denial that “substance” 
can increase and diminish, and the principles of non-contradiction 
and the excluded middle. However, it is clear that in certain texts, 
notably the Mubāhatāt, Ibn Sma himself does already assent to the 
gradation of existence in strength and weakness. I take this to mark 
a crucial development in Islamic philosophy. 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 


THE TWELVER-ŠĪĪ RECEPTION OF 
AVICENNA IN THE MONGOL PERIOD 


Ahmed H. al-Rahim 


Post-Avicennan Arabic philosophy, with few exceptions, has received 
little scholarly attention, and remains to this day largely virgin ter- 
ritory.' This neglect is particularly true of its development during 
the Mongol-Timürid period. Specifically, the period between Nasir 
ad-Dīn at-Tūsī (d. 672/1274) and Mir Damad (d. 1041/1631) and 
the formation of School of Isfahan has received little attention. by 
scholars. A major reason for this neglect is that many works of this 
period, the majority of which are still unedited, were written in the 
style of paraphrases, abridgements (muhtasar), commentaries (Sarh), 
super-commentaries, glosses (sg. kāštya), and super-glosses. As such, 
they are considered unoriginal compositions, unworthy of modern 
scholars’ attention.’ Such stylistic assumptions are misleading given 
the extent of the period, its geographical scope, and the large num- 
ber of works dating from this period that have yet to be studied. In 
considering the vast number of philosophical works extant from the 
Mongol-Timürid period, some scholars have even concluded that 
this time was indeed the golden age for Arabic philosophy.* 


! See D. Gutas, “Aspects of Literary Form and Genre in Arabic Logical Works,” 
in Glosses and Commentaries on Aristotelian Logical Texts: The Syriac, Arabic, and Medieval 
Latin Traditions, Warburg Institute Surveys and Texts, XXIII, ed. C. Burnett (London: 
The Warburg Institute, 1993), 59. 

? For a periodization of Twelver-Šī 1 philosophy, see H. Corbin, History of Islamic 
Philosophy, tr. L. Sherrard (London: Kegan Paul International, 1993), 31-6; and 
J. Cooper, “From al-Tūsī to the School of Isfahan,” in History of Islamic Philosophy, 
ed. S.H. Nasr and O. Leaman (London: Routledge, 1996), 1:585-96. 

3 For an example of this attitude, see W.M. Watt, “The Later Islamic Middle 
Ages 1250—1850: The Stagnation of Philosophical Theology," in his Zslamic Philosophy 
and Theology, An Extended Survey, 2nd ed. (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 
1985), 133-42. 

* D. Gutas, “The Heritage of Avicenna: The Golden Age of Arabic Philosophy, 
900—ca. 1350,” in Avicenna and His Heritage, ed. J. Janssens and D. De Smet, forth- 
coming 2002 [I thank Dimitri Gutas for an advance copy]; and J.R. Michot who 
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With Hülegü's patronage of Nasir ad-Din at-Tusi, following the 
Mongol capture of Alamūt in 654/1256 and the sack of Baghdad 
in 656/1258, the Twelver-Si reception of Avicennan philosophy 
began under the aegis of the Il-Hans. With respect to the Mongol’s 
patronage of the sciences, Bertold Spuler notes, “[h]owever slight an 
interest the Il-Hàns may have taken in learning for its own sake, 
they were far-sighted enough to make use of the Perso-Arab science 
for their own ends and encourage it so far as they could, or at least 
not to place obstacles in its way.”* The Marāģa observatory, located 
near ‘Tabriz, was the center of philosophical and scientific activity 
during this period. Hülegü built it in 657/1259 according to the 
specifications of Tūsī, who became its director.’ There, he prepared 
his renowned astronomical table, the Zi Il-Hānī, which he com- 
pleted near the age of seventy under Hülegü's successor, the Il-Hàn 
Abaqa (r. 663-680/1265-1282) to whom it is also dedicated. The 
Maraga observatory apparently had an extensive library which served 
as a locus for scholars from all over Western and Eastern Asia.” 

With respect to the intellectual background of Tūsī, attention 
should be drawn to an isnād of philosophers allegedly connecting 
him directly to Avicenna. The zsnád enjoyed a wide circulation and 
is reported in a number of works.” The isnād purports the following 


describes the sixth/twelfth century as “le triomphe de l'avicennisme," in “La pandémie 
avicenniene au VI/XT' siécle, présentation, editio princeps et traduction de l'intro- 
duction du Livre de Padvenue du monde (Kitab hudüth al-"ālam) d' Ibn Ghaylan al-Balkhī,” 
Arabica 40 (1993), 287—344. 

? For a history of the period, see B. Spuler, The Muslim World, A Historical Survey, 
Part II: The Mongol Period, tr. F.R.C. Bagley (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969); J.A. Boyle, 
“Dynastic and Political History of the Il-Khans," in The Cambridge History of Iran, 
The Saljuq and Mongol Period, ed. J.A. Boyle (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1968), 303—421; and for an account of the capture of Baghdad attributed to "Tūsī, 
see ibid., “The Death of the Last ‘Abbasid Caliph: A Contemporary Muslim 
Account,” in Journal of Semitic Studies 6 (1961), 145—161. 

9 Spuler, 7he Mongol Period, 25. 

7 See Halil ibn Aybak as-Safadī, Kitāb al- Wafi bi-l-wafayat, ed. H. Ritter (Wiesbaden: 
Franz Steiner Verlag, 1962), 1:182; Muhammad ibn Šākir al-Kutubī, Fawāt al- 
wafayat, ed. I. ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar at-Taqafa, 1973-1974), 3:250; and FJ. Ragep, 
Nasir al-Din al-T üsi's Memoir on Astronomy (al-Tadhkira fi ‘ium al-haya), Sources in the 
History of Mathematics and Physical Sciences, 12 (New York: Springer-Verlag, 
1993), 1:13-14. 

* On the modern excavation of the Marāģa complex, see P. Vardjavand, La 
découverte. archéologique du complexe scientifique de Vobseroatoire de Maragé (Tehran: Amir 
Kabir, 1366/1946); Ragep, Nasir al-Din, 1:14, n. 5. 

? See the Persian translation of Ibn Fundug al-Bayhagī's Tatimmat Sūvān al-hikma 
entitled Durrat al-ahbār va-Lum‘at al-anvār, ed. M. Safi‘, 2nd ed. (Tehran: Sarikat-i 
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chain of transmission: (1) Tūsī was a student of (2) Farīd ad-Dīn 
Dāmād (or Dāmāt) an-Nišābūrī, who was a student of (3) Sadr ad- 
Dīn as-Sarahsī, who was a student of (4) Afdal ad-Dīn al-Gīlānī, 
who was a student of (5) Abū I-*Abbās al-Lawkarī, who in turn was 
a student of (6) Bahmanyār, an acknowledged student of Avicenna. 

Abū l-'Abbas al-Fadl ibn Muhammad al-Lawkari' is the author 
of a fihrist (table of contents) of the Ta'igát, a collection of notes 
from explanations given by Avicenna on fundamental concepts in 
logic, physics, and metaphysics recorded by Bahmanyar (d. 458/1066). 
He prepared the fihrist in 503/1109." Ibn Funduq al-Bayhagī (d. 
565/1169) says in a well-known statement that al-Lawkarī was a stu- 
dent of Bahmanyar and that it was under him that philosophy (ulūm 
al-hikma) spread in Hurasàn.? However, little documentation exists 
to detail its transmission. Al-Lawkarī's major work is Bayān al-hagg 
bi-damān as-sidg.'* It is divided into three sections: logic, physics, and 
metaphysics, and represents one of the earliest discussions of Avicenna's 
philosophy, after Bahmanyar's Jab at-Tahsil. The introduction to 
the Bayan describes the work as a “middle book that combines com- 
mentary and concise exposition” (kitabun mutawassitun agma‘a s-Sarha 


Sihami, 1318S/ 1939), 108; the summary translation of M. Meyerhof, "Alī al- 
Bayhaqi’s Tatimmat Sūvān al-Hikma," Osiris 8 (1948), 206-207; Muhammad Bāgir 
al-Hwānsārī, Rawdat al-gannat fi ahwal al-‘ulama@ wa-s-sādāt (Beirut: ad-Dar al-Islamiya, 
1411/1991), 6:292; and an igaza by al-"Allāma Galal ad-Din Muhammad ibn As‘ad 
ad-Dawani (d. 908/1502) in which Bahmanyar’s name is omitted, see Aga Buzurg 
at-Tihrānī, Tabagāt alam as-Si'a (Qum: Mu’assasat-i Isma^iliyan, n.d.), 3:169; also 
M. al-Amin, Aan a$-Sī'a (Beirut: Dar at-Ta'āruf li-l-Matbü'at, 1406/1986), 9:415. 

10 On his nisba, see S. Pines, Studies in Islamic Atomism, tr. M. Schwarz (Jerusalem: 
The Magnes Press, 1997), 47, n. 16. 

" At-Talīgāt, ed. ‘A.R. Badawi (Cairo: al-Hay’a al-Misriya al-Amma li-l-Kitab, 
1973); on Bahmanyar, see H. Daiber, ^Bahmanyar, Kià Ra'is Abu'l-Hasan b. 
Marzbān Aami Ādarbāyjānī,” Elr, 2:501-3. 

? See Badawī's introduction to the Tatīgāt, 9. 

5 Sce al-Bayhagī's Tatimmat Siwan al-hikma, published as Tai hukamā” al-Islam 
by M. Kurd ‘Ali (Damascus: al-Magma‘ al-Tlmī al-"Arabī, 1365/1946), 126; Meyerhof, 
“Al al-Bayhaqrs Tatimmat,” 176; D. Gutas, “The Siwéan al-hikma Cycle of Texts,” 
JAOS 102.4 (1982), 646. 

1 Thus far, only the Eisagoge of the logic and the metaphysics have been edited, 
both under the general title Bayan al-haqq wa-damān as-sidq: al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, ed. 
I. Dībāģī, (Tehran: Inusarat-1 Amir Kabir, 13648/ 1986) and alim al-ilahi, Mašmū'ah- 
yi Andisah-yi Islami, 2, ed. I. Dibagi (Tehran: Mu’assasah-yi Mutala‘at-i Islami, 
Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 1414/1995); on al-Lawkari’s poetry, see I. Dībāģī, “Sarh gasī- 
dat Asrār al-hikma,” in Collected Texts and Papers on Logic and Language, Wisdom of 
Persia Series, VIII, ed. M. Mohaghegh and T. Izutsu (Tehran: Tehran University 
Press, 1974), 107—135. 
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wa-t-talhisa), based on the works of Abū Nasr al-Fārābī (d. 339/951) 
and Avicenna. Its style and arrangement resemble that of Bahmanyar’s 
ai-Tahsīl which, as Bahmanyār states in the introduction, follows that 
of Avicenna’s Dānišnāmah-yi "Alā'ī.'5 Aside from the Bayan and the 
first of the Tatīgāt, little else is known about al-Lawkarī's life and 
works except that he taught at Marw and probably died there some- 
time in the first quarter of the sixth/twelfth century.'* 

As for Afdal ad-Din al-Gīlānī, he is “Umar ibn Alī ibn Gilani 
al-Balhi, the author of Awab Hudüt al-Glam, an Aš'arī work criticiz- 
ing Avicenna’s cosmogony.'’ He was among the first generation of 
students in the Nizāmīya college at Marw and Nišābūr and he later 
had a number of disputations with Fahr ad-Din ar-Rāzī (d. 606/1209). 
Fahr ad-Din ar-Razi recorded one such disputation in the Munāzarāt 
in which he criticizes al-Gīlānī for his weak defense of the tempo- 
ral creation of the world.'* Because of the uncertainty of al-Lawkarr's 
death date, it cannot be established with any certainty that al-Gīlānī 
studied with al-Lawkarī. The purpose of attempting to link al-Gīlānī, 
an Aš'arī theologian in the Nizāmīya tradition, to al-Lawkarī, a peri- 
patetic philosopher in the Avicennan tradition, may have been an 
effort on the part of the biographical tradition to connect the study 
of philosophy in the Nizāmīya tradition to an authoritative source 
in the personage of al-Lawkarī. 


° Bahmanyar, Kitab at-Tahsil, ed. M. Mutahhari, Second printing (Tehran: 
Intišārāt-i Dānišgāh-yi Tihran, 1375Š/1996), 1; see also J. Janssens’ contribution to 
the present volume. For a discussion of the style and arrangement of the Dānišnāmah- 
yi ‘Al@i, see D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading 
Avicenna s. Philosophical Works, Islamic Philosophy and Theology, Texts and Studies, 
IV (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1988), 114. 

16 C. Brockelmann gives al-Lawkari’s date of death as 517/1123, without citing 
his source, in Geschichte der arabischen. Litteratur (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1943; repr. 1996), 
I, 460. On al-Lawkari’s date of death, see D. Gutas, “Notes and Texts from Cairo 
Manuscripts, II: Texts from Avicenna’s Library in a Copy by ‘Abd-ar-Razzaq aş- 
Signahi,” Manuscripts of the Middle East 2 (1987), 9, and 15, n. 16; Dībāģī also 
addresses the problem in the introduction to his edition of al-Ilm al-ilaht of the 
Bayan, 14—16. . 

7 Bayhagī, Tarīh, 157; Meyerhof, “Ali al-Bayhaqrs Tatimmat," 193. On al-Gīlānī 
and Avicennism in the ‘sixth/twelfth century, see J.R. Michot, “La pandémie,” 
287—323; and Michot’s introduction to al-Gilani’s Hudit al-Glam, ed. M. Mohaghegh 
(Tehran: Mu'assasah-yi Mutala'at-i Islami, Dānišgāh-yi Tihran, 13778/1998), i-xv. 

? Fabr ad-Din ar-Rāzī, a/-Munāzarāt, edi F. Kholeif in A Study on Fakhr al-Din 
al-Rāzī and his controversies in Transoxiana (Beirut: Dar el-Machreq, 1966), 59—63; Ibn 
al-Oiftī states that ar-Rāzī authored a refutation of al-Gīlānī, the Kitab Gi awāb Ibn 
Gīlān, see Tærīh al-hukamē”, ed. J. Lippert (Leipzig: Th. Weicher, 1903), 293; and 
Michot, *La pandémie," 289. 
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Sadr ad-Dīn as-Sarabsi is an otherwise unknown figure, except 
perhaps as a student of al-Gīlānī.'” As for Farid ad-Din Dāmād, Ibn 
al-Fuwati (d. 723/1323), the librarian and copyist at the Marāģa 
observatory, names him as Abū Muhammad al-Hasan ibn Muhammad 
ibn Haydar al-Faryūmadī (also known as al-Hakim al-Usūlī), with- 
out mentioning the nisba an-Nisabüri." It is very likely that he was 
Tūsīs teacher because the latter quotes Farid ad-Din Dāmād in the 
epistle Rabt al-hadit bi-l-qadim, and refers to him as “my teacher 
(ustādī), Farid ad-Din Muhammad an-Nisābūrī.”*' [usi likely stud- 
ied under him at the Nizamiya in Nišābūr between 610/1213 and 
618/1221,” during which time he also studied under Qutb ad-Din 
Ibrahim ibn "Alī ibn Muhammad as-Sulami al-Misrī (killed in 
618/1221?5.?* Both Farid ad-Din Dāmād and Qutb ad-Din al-Misri 
studied under Fabr ad-Din ar-Rāzī. Farid ad-Din Damad’s most 
important students were Nasir ad-Din at-Tūsī and the Šāfiī Sams 


19 Alternatively, his laqab is given as Diya ad-Din and his nisba as an-Nišābūrī; 
see Dibagi’s introduction to al-Lawkarr's al-Y/m al-ilahi, 76—77. 

? Muğam al-adab fi magma‘ al-algāb, ed. M. al-Kāzim (Tehran: Wizarat at-Taqafa 
wa-l-Iršād al-Islāmī, 1416/1995), 3:241; this is an important source for the social 
and intellectual history of the H-Hānid period. See also F. Rosenthal, “Ibn al- 
Fuwatī,” ET, 3:769-70; and M. Iqbal, “Ibn al-Fuwatī,” Islamic Culture 11 (1937), 
516-22. At-Tihrānī, Tabagāt alām as-Sifa, 3:179, suggests that Farid ad-Din an- 
Nišābūrī was the renowned Persian poet Farid ad-Din al-‘Attar. This is incorrect 
since al-‘Attar appears to have died before Tūsī arrived in Nišābūr. Cf. H. Ritter, 
“Attar, Farid al-Din Muhammad b. Ibrahim” E/, 1:752-5. 

?' Talhis al-Muhassal bi-indimām rasā”il wa-faw@ id kalamiya, ed. “A.A. Nūrānī (Tehran: 
Mu’assasah-yi Mutala‘at-i Islami, Dānišgāh-yi Tihran, 1359S/1980), 483. Despite 
the discrepancy between these two names, reports agree that they are indeed the 
same person. 

» Al-Hwansari, Rawdāt al-gannat, 6:292, reports that he read Avicenna’s al-Isaràt 
under Farid ad-Din Damad. 

? [bn Abi Usaybi‘a, "Uyūn al-anbā” fi tabagāt al-atibba?, ed. A Müller (Cairo: al- 
Matba‘a al-Wahbiya, 1299/1882), 30. 

? On Tasi’s life and works, see as-Safadī, al-Wafi, 1:179—83; al-Kutubī, Fawāt 
al-wafayat, 246—52; al-Hwānsārī, Rawdāt al-gannat, 6:278—97; ‘Abd Allah Afandī al- 
Isbahānī, Riad al-ulama@ wa-hiyad al-fudal@, ed. A. al-Husaynī (Oum: Maktabat 
Ayat Allah al-Mar'ašī, 1403/1982), 5:159—63; al-Amin, Aan as-Si'a, 9:414—20; 
M. Radawī, Ahval va-atar-i Abū Gafar Muhammad ibn Muhammad ibn Hasan at-1 ūsī 
(Tehran: n.p., 1335Š/ 1956); S.H. Nasr, *al-Tūsī, Muhammd ibn Muhammad ibn 
al-Hasan,” in Dictionary of Scientific Biography, 13:508-14; H. Daiber and FJ. Ragep, 
“al-Tusi, Abū Dja‘far Muhammad b. Muhammad b. al-Hasan” EF”, 10:746—52; 
and E. Alexandrin, “Éléments de bibliographie sur Nasir al-Din Tūsī,” in Nasir al- 
Din T üsi, philosophe et savant du XIII" siècle, Actes du colloque tenu à l'Universiteé de 
Téhéran, 6-9 mars 1997, ed. N. Pourjavady and Z. Vesel (Tehran: Presses Univer- 
sitaires d'Iran, 2000), 207-13. 
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ad-Din ‘Abd al-Hamid ibn Īsā Husrawšāhī at-Tabrizi (d. 652/1263), 
the author of an abridgement (muhtasar) of Avicenna's as-Srfa? 2 

In his autobiography, Sayr wa-sulük, Tūsī fails to mention Farid 
ad-Din Dāmād and Qutb ad-Din al-Misri among his teachers.” 
Written for the chief Ismāīlī dātn, his autobiography is a stylized 
rendition of his conversion from exoteric kalām to esoteric Isma‘ili 
philosophy and dawa. This conversion may explain why he chose to 
mention only his Isma'ili teachers, including Kamal ad-Din Muhammad 
Hasib,”’ and neglected to recognize his non-Ismāflī teachers from 
the Nizamiya in Nišābūr. 

The significance of the isnād, at least from al-Gīlānī until Farid 
ad-Dīn Dāmād—all of whom, it appears, studied and taught in 
Nizamiya colleges of Hurasan—is in establishing that the curricu- 
lum in these colleges was not restricted to the study of law and adit, 
but also included philosophy, particularly the works of Avicenna. 
The tsnād, at least in connecting Tust to Farid ad-Din Dāmād, also 
indicates that the Twelver-Šī ī reception of Avicenna’s philosophy, 
in part, was based on the Nizamiya tradition of Hurāsān. Moreover, 
the isndd reveals that the two centuries after Avicenna’s death 
(428/1037) were important 1n establishing his over-arching influence 
on the history of philosophy, particularly in the East, and most impor- 
tantly for the reception and transmission of his works.” 


? Safadi, al-Wafi, 18:73-5. 

°° Contemplation and Action: The Spiritual Autobiography of a Muslim Scholar, ed./tr. SJ. 
Badakhchani (London: I.B. ‘Tauris, 1998); and F. Daftary, “Nasir al-Din al-Tūsī and 
the Isma'ilis of the Alamūt Period,” in Nasir al-Din T ūsī, philosophe et savant, 59—67. 

27 Kamal ad-Din Muhammad Hāsib was a student of Baba Afdal ad-Din 
Muhammad ibn Hasan Maraqi Kāšānī (d. 610/1213—14), as Tūsī states in the Sayr 
wa-sulūk; see Contemplation and Action, Persian text, 3. On Baba Afdal’s Isma‘ili 
affiliation, see J. Rypka, “Baba Afdal al-Din Muhammad b. Husayn Kashani (or 
Kashi),” EP, 1:838-9; and W. Chittick, “Baba Afzal al-Din,” Elr, 3:285-91. For 
a discussion of his thought, see S.H. Nasr, “Afdal al-Din Kashani and the Philosophical 
World of Khwaja Nasir al-Din Tusi,” in Islamic Theology and Philosophy, Studies in 
Honor of George F. Hourani, ed. M.E. Marmura (Albany, New York: SUNY, 1984), 
249-64, Kamal ad-Din Muhammad Hāsib is often confused with Kamal ad-Din 
Ibn Yunus, perhaps because they were both mathematicians (hence the former is 
called Hasib) and/or because they both have the same laqab Kamal ad-Din. As 
such it is sometimes believed that Ibn Yūnus was a student of Baba Afdal; see, for 
example, Daiber, *al-Tūsī,” ÆI, 10:746. 

? For a general picture of the transmission of knowledge in Hurāsān, see 
R. Mottahedeh, *The Transmission of Leaning, The Role of the Islamic Northeast," 
in Madrasa, La transmission du savior dans le monde musulman, ed. N. Grandin and 
M. Gaborieau (Paris: Arguments, 1997), 63-72 [I thank Beatrice Gruendler for 
bringing this article to my attention]. 
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With the Mongol advance to Hurasan and most likely before the 
sack of Nišābūr in 618/1221, Tūsī departed for Iraq. There, he 
studied in Mosul with the recognized astronomer and mathemati- 
cian Kamal ad-Din Misa ibn Yūnus aš-Šāfi ī (d. 639/1242), who 
was once himself a student in the Nizāmīya in Baghdad.?? After com- 
pleting his studies around the year 630/1233, Tūsī wrote his main 
contribution to logic, the Asās al-iqtibas.? While retaining the Arabic 
technical terms, this work is lucidly written in Persian, and thus 
rapidly became a model for later Persian logical works. It is divided 
according to the traditional eight books of the Aristotelian Organon 
and closely follows the logical parts of Avicenna's as-Sifa^. 

The major philosophical work on which much of TūsTs reputation 
rests is the Hall muškilāt al-Išārāt, a commentary on Avicenna's al- 
Išārāt wa-t-tanbīhāt. Written as his last work during his Ismāīlī phase, 
around 643/1246 in Alamüt, it was a response to Fabr ad-Din ar- 
Rāzī's critical commentary, the Šarh al-Isarát.? It embodies his sub- 
tle understanding of Aš'arī kalam, which he likely learned as a student 
of Farid ad-Dīn Dāmād and Qutb ad-Dīn al-Misri at the Nizàmiya 
in Nisabur. Tüsrs other defense of Avicenna was contained in his 


Masār al-musārt,*>* a refutation of the crypto-Ismāīlī Tag ad-Din 


Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Karim aš-Šahrastānī's Musāra'at al-falasifa.** 


? See E. Honigman and C.E. Bosworth, *Nishapür," EP, 8:62-4. 

9" As-Safadi, al-Wafi, 1:181; al-Kutubī, Fawāt, 3:24; Ibn Abi *Usaybi'a, Uyūn, 
1:306-8; C. Brockelmann, GAL, S I, 859; see also FJ. Ragep's discussion in Nasir 
al-Din al-T ūsī's Memoir, 6-9. Another student of Ibn Yünus is Atīr ad-Din al-Abharī 
(d. 663/1264), the author of al-Hidaya fi l-hikma and al-Īsāģūčī; sec C. Brockelmann, 
*Abharī, Athir al-Din Mufaddal b. Umar,” EP, 1:98-9, and G.C. Anawati, *Abharr 
Samargandī, Atīr-al-Dīn al-Mofazzal b. "Omar b. al-Mofazzal,” Elr, 1:216-17. 

?! Ed. M. Radawī, (Tehran: Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 1367/1948); P. Morewedge, 
“The Analysis of ‘Substance’ in Tüsr's Logic and the Ibn Simian Tradition,” in Essays 
on Islamic Philosophy and Science, ed. G.H. Hourani (Albany, New York: SUNY, 1975), 
158-9. 

* This work has been considered a commentary only on the physics and meta- 
physics of Avicenna's al-Išārāt; see G.C. Anawati, “Fakhr al-Din al-Razi,” ET, 
2:751—55. But it appears that ar-Razi’s commentary originally also included a sec- 
tion on the logic of the Jšārāt. [I thank Tony Street for drawing my attention to 
this. Princeton University Library contains an early manuscript of Rāzī's Sarh al- 
Išārāt (MS New Series 2022, copied in 679/1280-1) that includes the logic section; 
see R. Mach and E.L. Ormsby, Handlist of Arabic Manuscripts (New Series) in the Princeton 
University Library (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987), 85—86, no. 371. 

5 Ed. H. al-Mu‘izzi, Min Mabtütat Ayat Allāh al-Mar'asi al--Amma, 11 (Qum: 
Maktabat Āyat Allāh al-Mar'ašī, 1405/1984). 


?' [t is interesting to note that Tūsī's father was a second generation student of 


aš-Šahrastānī; see Contemplation and Action, Persian text, 3. A8-Sahrastani’s work has 
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A¥‘ari criticism of Avicenna focused on advancing objections raised 
by al-Gazālī (d. 505/1111) in his Tahāfut al-falasifa. The three major 
objections refuted the theory of a pre-eternal world, the theory that 
God knows only the universal characteristics of particulars, as well 
as the Avicennan doctrine of the human soul that denies bodily res- 
urrection.? It appears that Tūsī struggled with AS‘ari criticism until 
his final days in Baghdad, where he wrote his last work, the Talkīs 
al-Muhassal.?? "This work is a critical discussion of Fahr ad-Din ar- 
Razrs Muhassal afkār al-mutaqaddimin. wa-l-muta'alfurin min al-ulama? 
wa-l-hukamā” wa-l-mutakallimin. 

These two commentaries, Sarh al-Išārāt and Hall muškilāt al-Išārāt, 
spurred a series of adjudications (muhākamāð that evaluated the argu- 
ments of Rāzī and Tūsī. The earliest adjudication appears to be 
authored by Badr ad-Din Muhammad ibn As'ad at-Tustarī aš-Šāfi'ī 
(d. 732/1331).7 Other adjudications are by Gamal ad-Din Hasan 
ibn Yusuf ibn al-Mutahhar al-Hilli (d. 726/1325), also known as al- 
‘Allama al-Hilli, and his student Qutb ad-Din Muhammad (or 
Mahmid) ibn Muhammad al-Buwayhī ar-Rāzī (d. 766/1365), also 
known as Qutb at-Tahtānī.** 

Tūsī's lasting influence on Twelver-Si‘ism came as result of two 
principal works. ‘The first, an abridgement of the eight books of the 
Organon, is the Taģrīd al-mantiq, for which al-‘Allama al-Hillt wrote 


recently been edited and translated as Struggling with the Philosopher: A Refutation of 
Avicenna’s Metaphysics, ed./tr. W. Madelung and T. Mayer (London: LB. Tauris, 
2001); see also W. Madelung, “Nasir ad-Din Tūsīs Ethics between Philosophy, 
Shr‘ism, and Sufism,” in Ethics in Islam, Ninth Giorgio Levi Della Vida Conference, 
ed. R.G. Hovannisian (Malibu, CA: Undena Publications, 1985), 85-101. ‘Umar 
ibn Sahlān as-Sawi (d. 540/1145), the author of Jütab al-Baga^ir an-nasiriya fi l-mantig, 
also wrote a response to aš-Šahrastānī, the Gawab “ald $-Sahrastānī, see GAL, S I, 
830-1. 

*5 See al-Gazālī, The Incoherence of the Philosophers, tr. M.E. Marmura (Provo, Utah: 
Brigham Young University Press, 1997), xix-xxvi; and M. Marmura, “Avicenna and 
the Kalam,” ZDMG 7 (1991-92), 172—206. 

% Ed. *A.A. Nūrānī, op. cit. 

7 See Hāššī Halīfa, Aašf az-zunün ‘an asāmī l-kutub wa-l-funūn (Beirut: Dar al- 
Kutub al-Tlmīya, 1413/1992), 6:148; Aga Buzurg at-Tihrānī, ad-Darī'a ilá tasānīf 
as-Šī'a (Beirut: Dar al-Adwa’, 1403/1983), 20:133. 

* At-Tihrānī, ibid. Al-‘Allama al-Hillī's Muļākama does not appear to be extant; 
see S. Schmidtke, The Theology of al--Allāma al-Hilli (d. 726/1325) (Berlin: Klaus 
Schwarz Verlag, 1991), 58. Qutb at-Tabtanrs Muhakamat bayna šarhay al-Isarat is 
extant and has been published along with Tūsī's Hall muskilat in al-Isárát wa-t-tan- 
bīhāt (Qum: Našr al-Balaga, 1375Š/ 1996). On Qutb at-Tahtānī, see at-Tihrani, 
Tabagāt alām as-Si‘a, 3:200—2; and ‘A.A. Ni‘ma, Falāsifat aš-Sī'a, hayātuhum wa- 
ar@uhum (Oum: Dar al-Kitāb al-Islami, 1987), 528-30. 
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the first commentary, the Gawhar an-nadid fi šarh Kitab at-Tagrid.? 
The second work, the Taģrīd al-kalàm, was an abridgement of kalām 
and Twelver-Šī'ī dogmatis (itigād) for which al-*Allàma al-Hillī also 
wrote the commentary Kasf al-murād fi sarh Tagrid al-itiqgád.? Through 
al-‘Allama al-Hilli’s commentaries, both works became a part of the 
Twelver-Šī T college curriculum until the 1950s.“ 

Tūsīs 7Taģrīd al-kalàm can be divided into two sections. The first 
section, an analytical discussion of metaphysics and kalām, explores 
concepts of existence and non-existence (wugiid wa-l-adam), quiddity 
(màliya), causality (“la wa-l-malūl), substance and accidents (gawahir 
wa-l-arād), bodies and forms (agsém wa-s-suwar), and predicables. ‘This 
section introduces the essential philosophical issues of Avicenna's 
metaphysics into the tradition of Twelver-Si'i kalām. Hill's com- 
mentary is not only useful in clarifying Tūsī's discussions, but is also 
itself a resource for the history of kalam.” 

The Yagrid al-kalam’s second section is a discussion of dogmatics, 
specifically, God, prophecy, imāma, and the return (ma'ad). There are 
fewer philosophical arguments in this section. Rather, the arguments 
are primarily premised on doctrinal grounds, stemming from the 
Quran and adit. For example, contrary to Avicenna’s philosophical 
arguments against bodily resurrection, Tüsi accepts bodily resurrec- 
ton primarily on doctrinal grounds. This fact notwithstanding, the 
importance of the work is that it 1s among the earliest, if not the 
first, to introduce Avicennan philosophical concepts into Twelver- 
Šī ī dogmatics."? 

In sum, Tūsī played a pivotal role in the revival of Avicennan 
philosophy. He wrote a series of works effectively defending Avicenna 
against Aš'arī criticism, particularly against that of aš-Šahrastānī and 
Fahr ad-Din ar-Rāzī. He also had a number of lively exchanges to 


° Ed. M. Bīdārfar (Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 1413/1992). 

* Ed. H. al-Āmulī (Qum: Mu'assasat an-Našr al-Islāmī, 1417/1996); on the 
work’s date of composition, see Schmidtke, The Theology of al-Allàma al-Hilli, 61. On 
the extensive commentary tradition of Tüsrs Tagrid al-vtigād, see at-Tihrani, ad- 
Dari'a, 3:352—5. 

" Hills commentary Gawhar an-nadīd was replaced with a more recent intro- 
duction by Muhammad Rida al-Muzaffar (b. 1904) entitled al-Mantiq (Oum: Intišārāt-i 
Firüz Ābādī, 1375/1955). 

* The Kaif al-Murad, together with Hill's Nīhāyat al-maram fi “lm al-kalam (ed. 
F. al-‘Irfan [Oum: Mu'assasat al-Imam as-Sadiq, 1419/1998]), embody an exten- 
sive source of information on the history of kalām. 

5 Al-Hwansārī, Rawdāt al-ģannāt, 6:281, says that Tūsī was the first among the 
Twelver-Si'is to write about dogmatics ('agZ^id) in a philosophical way. 
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questions and criticisms about philosophy generally and Avicenna in 
particular." His lasting contribution, however, was in securing the 
introduction of Avicenna's works into Twelver-Si‘ism. 

Al-‘Allama al-Hillt (648—726/1250—1325) lived during the height 
of the Il-Han rule in Iraq and Iran.” His native town, al-Hilla, is 
situated between Kufa and Baghdad near the ruins of ancient Babil.*° 
The town was surrendered to the Mongols shortly after the sack of 
Baghdad in 656/1258. Al-Hilla remained unscathed from the con- 
quest despite its proximity to Baghdad. This was due in part to 
Tūsī's position as minister of Hülegü as well as his relationship with 
the patricians of al-Hilla, including al-‘Allama al-Hilli’s father. Al- 
‘Allama al-Hillt began his studies of law and kalām in al-Hilla. 
Thereafter, he left, probably to Maraga, where he studied under 
Tūsī and Nagm ad-Din al-Katibi (d. 657/1276). Nagm ad-Din al- 
Kātibī is the author of ar-Risāla as-Samstya, a work on logic, and 
Hikmat al-ayn, a work on physics and metaphysics. Al-‘Allama al- 
Hillī wrote a commentary on both works, the Qawa'id al-galiya"’ and 
Idàh al-magāsid,"* respectively. Under Naģm ad-Din al-Kātibī, Hill 
studied logic, physics, and metaphysics. Al-Kātibī introduced. Ķillī 
to three important figures.? The first, Atīr ad-Din al-Abharī (d. 663/ 
1264), authored al-Hidaya fi l-hikma and an established introduction 
to logic, the /sagügi. He also introduced Hilli to the works of Fahr 
ad-Din ar-Razi^ and Muhammad al-Hunģī (d. 646/1248). 


H See Anntherungen, Der mystisch-philosophische Briefwechsel zwischen Sadr ud-Din-i Qonawi 
und Nasir ud-Din-i T ūsī, Bibliotheca Islamica, 43, ed. G. Schubert (Beirut: Franz 
Steiner Verlag, 1995); W. Chitück, *Mysticism versus Philosophy in Earlier Islamic 
History: The al-Tūsī-al-Oūnawī Correspondences,” Religious Studies 17 (1981), 87-104; 
W. Madelung, “To See All Things through the Sight of God: Nasir al-Din al-Tiisi’s 
Attitude to Sufism,” in Nasir al-Din Tūsī, philosophe et savant, 1-11. TūsTs more tech- 
nical correspondences are Agwibat masa^il as-Sayyid Rukn ad-Din al-Astarābādī li-Nasīr 
ad-Din at-T ūsī, ed. ‘A.A. Nūrānī, in Collected Texts and Papers on Logic and Language, 
op. cit., 216-76; and Mutarahat mantiqiya bayna Nagm ad-Din Dabīrān al-Kütibi. al- 
Oazwīnī wa-Nasīr ad-Din at-T üsi, ed. ‘A.A. Nūrānī, ibid., 277-86. 

5 On al-‘Allama al-Hilli’s life and works, see S. Schmidtke, The Theology of al- 
‘Allama al-Hilli, 9-74; and ead., “al-Hilli, ‘Allama, Hasan b. Yusuf b. Mutahhar,” 
Elr, fothcoming [I thank the author for advancing me a copy]; ‘A. at-Tabataba’1, 
Maktabat al-‘Allama al-Hillī (Qum: Mu'assasat Al al-Bayt li-Ihya? at-Turat, 1416/1995); 
at-Tihrānī, Tabagāt alām as-Sta, 3:52-4; and Ni‘ma, Falasifat as-Si‘a, 272. 

* See J. Lassner, “al-Hilla,” EIP, 3:389—90. 

V Ed. F.H. Tabriziyan (Qum: Mu’assasat an-Našr al-Islāmī, 1417/1996). 

* Ed. SA. Munzavi (Tehran: n.p., 1378/1959). 

? Schmitdke, The Theology of al-Allama al-Hilli, 18—9. 

5 Al-Kātibī also authored a commentary on ar-Rāzī's Muhassal, the Mufassal ft 
Sarh al-Muhassal, for which there is a copy of an autograph dated 717/1317; accord- 
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In all likelihood, Hilli left Maraga after Tusi’s death in 672/1274. 
He taught mainly in al-Hilla and, for a time, the Il-Han Ulgayti (r. 
703-716/1304—1316) appointed him as a teacher in the Madrasa 
Sayyāra (mobile school), a distinguished position among scholars. ‘This 
college served as a literary entourage that followed the Il-Han on 
his travels. There, Hilli taught his most notable student, Outb at- 
Tahtani, who later authored Rrsālat at-tasawwurāt wa-t-tasdīgāt, the 
first in a series of works that dealt with Avicenna's epistemological 
notion that knowledge (%m) is either through forming concepts or 
granting assent.?! 

Hilli continued Tüsrs defense of Avicenna in Jsarat ilá maānī al- 
lšārāt, Īdāh al-mudilāt min šarh al-Išārāt, and Bast al-Isáarat.? The Kitab 
Kaif al-hafā” min Kitab ax-Sif? is his principle commentary on Avicenna's 
as-Sifa’. It appears that he only completed the first two books of the 
logic, the Eisagoge and Categories, from this work.” Aside from his 
commentaries he wrote a number of philosophical expositions. His 
magnum opus is Asrār al-hafiya fi l-"ulūm al-aglīya, which is divided into 
the three sections of logic, physics, and metaphysics. His other 
major work is his 7anqih al-abhát fi matifat al-"ulūm at-talat, from 
which he later wrote an abridgement entitled Marasid at-tadgīg wa- 
magāstd at-tahqiq.? Unlike his kalām works that address the arguments 


ing to the colophon of this autograph, the commentator completed his work in 
Maraga in 662/1264 (thus preceding the author's death by thirteen years); see 
R. Mach, Catalogue of Arabic Manuscripts (Yahuda Section) in the Garrett Collection, Princeton 
University Library (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977), no. 3041. 

?! Edited with Mulla Sadra's Risādat at-tasawwur wa-t-tasdīg, in Risālatān fi t-tasawwur 
wa-t-tasdīg, ed. M. Šarī'atī (Qum: Mu'assasat-i Isma'iliyan, 1416/1995). 

? These works do not appear to be extant; see Schmitdke, The Theology of al- 
Allama al-Hilli, 59. It should be noted that Hillī also wrote a work critical of 
Avicenna's philosophy entitled Aasf at-talbis min kalam ar-Ra'is (“Exposing the Deceitful 
Statements of [Avicenna]”), no longer extant. 

> The Categories is extant in a unique manuscript, dated 717/1317; see AJ. 
Arberry, The Chester Beatty Lirbrary, A Handlist of the Arabic Manuscripts (Dublin: 
W. Walker, 1955-1966), no. 5151. 

* Ed. M.H. Mawlawi (Qum: Markaz-i Mutala‘at-i va-Tahqiqat-i Islami, forth- 
coming). 

5 The extant portions of Marāsid at-ladgīg wa-magāsid al-tahqiq include only the 
logic part up to the fourth section of the Topics (Kitāb al-Gadal) and the metaphysics 
(Ilāhīyāt) section. For a description of the logic sections, see M.T. Dānišpažūh and 
*A.N. Munzavi in Fihrist-i nushah-hà-yi hattt- Kitābhānah-yi Markazi-yi. Dāmšgāh-yi 
Tihrān (Tehran: Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 1330-13578/1951-1978), 9:934—35, no. 2301; 
this manuscript is dated 710/1310 and includes the author's iģāza as well as that 
of his son, Fabr al-Mubaqiqqin. I am preparing a critical edition and translation 
of the first book of the logic, the Zisagoge. As for the metaphysics section, found in 
another manuscript, see at-Tabataba't, Maktabat al-Allama al-Hilli, 185. 
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of the mulakallimün together with those of the philosophers,” these 
philosophical works are primarily strict expositions of logic, physics, 
and metaphysics in the Avicennan tradition. 

In conclusion, the twofold significance of Tūsī for the Avicennan 
tradition rests in defending Avicenna against an established Aš'arī 
tradition within the Nizāmīya and in successfully introducing Avicenna's 
philosophy into Twelver-Šī'ism. Al-‘Allama al-Hillī is recognized for 
establishing these works as part of the Sit commentary tradition 
that began with his own commentaries on Tüsr's Taģrīds. These com- 
mentaries fixed Tūsī's works and those of the Šāfi'ī Na&m ad-Din 
al-Kātibī as part of the Twelver-Si'i college curriculum well into the 
modern period. The symbiosis between Twelver-Si‘ism and the Šāfi ī- 
Nizamiya tradition is well documented, at least within the legal stud- 
ies tradition.” This symbiosis is also documented for the Twelver-Šī ī 
tradition of studying Avicenna's philosophy. In studying the ‘Twelver- 
Šīī reception of Avicenna, one needs to begin with the Nizamiya 
tradition of studying Avicenna's works that began perhaps as early 
as Abū l-Ma'ali al-Guwaynī (d. 478/1085)? and culminated in the 
works of al-Gazali and Fahr ad-Din ar-Rāzī. 


°° On Hill's adoption of philosophical concepts in his theological works, see 
S. Schmidtke, “Al-‘Allama al-Hillt and Shr‘ite Mu tazilite Theology,” Spektrum Iran 
7.3 (1994), 24—6. 

? See D. Stewart, Islamic Legal Orthodoxy: Twelver Shiite Responses to the Sunni Legal 
System (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1998). 

> Al-Guwayni’s study of Avicenna is noted by R.M. Frank in al-Ghazáli and the 
Ash'arite School, Duke Monographs in Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 15 (Durham: 
Duke University Press, 1994), 1—2. 
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Fig. 1. Philosophers in the East after Avicenna 
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CHAPTER TWELVE 


PROCESS METAPHYSICS IN ISLAM? 
AVICENNA AND MULLĀ SADRĀ ON 
INTENSIFICATION OF BEING* 


Sajad Rizvi 


Creative reconfiguration and dynamic dialectical development char- 
acterize later Islamic metaphysics. While the central metaphysical 
concerns of Avicenna remained broadly Aristotelian insofar as he 
worked within the confines both of the theory of categories and the 
primacy of substances within ontology, later developments shifted the 
focus of metaphysics away from substances towards processes of acts 
of being.’ Process metaphysics privileges processes, or acts of being, 
over things, or unchanging substances. In attempting to discern a 
process metaphysics in Islamic philosophy, a metaphysics that focuses 
on being as a processual “structure of events” that undergoes con- 
stant motion and which is not primarily a substance,’ I shall examine 
the dialectical method whereby Mulla Sadra, the seventeenth-cen- 
tury Iranian Jsraqi philosopher develops his doctrine of intensification 
in being as such and as substance in particular, as a critique of 
Avicenna’s denial of intensity in motion and of the Aristotelian denial 
of motion in the category of substance. Avicenna remains the ground 
of Sadrian philosophical inquiry. But Mulla Sadra, while acknowl- 
edging the great master, is no slavish disciple. His rejection of taglēd, 
or the rehearsal of philosophical doctrines in awe of the authority 


* T would like to thank Toby Mayer and Tony Street, as well as the participants 
of the Conference for their valuable comments. Needless to say, any remaining 
shortcomings are my own. 

' Mulla Sadra, al-Hikma al-mutaāliya fi l-asfar al-"aglīva al-arba'a, 3rd ed. (Beirut: 
Dar Ihya? at-Turat al-‘Arabi, 1981) [hereafter Asfar], 1:259.5, 260.9. See also 
P. Morewedge, Essays in Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Mysticism (Oneonta, New 
York: SUNY, 1995), xiii. 

2 N. Rescher, Process Metaphysics: An Introduction to Process Philosophy, SUNY Series 
in Philosophy (Albany, New York: SUNY, 1996), 28. 

5 Asfār, 3:82.19, 84.18. See F. Rahman, The Philosophy of Mulla Sadra, Studies in 
Islamic Philosophy and Science (Albany, New York: SUNY, 1975), 35—36, 97. 
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of previous masters, is also entirely consonant with Avicenna's own 
stress on the philosopher's need for verifying truth and forgoing 
adherence to authority.* 

I shall first present the Sadrian argument for intensification in 
being. Then I shall consider his treatment of the Avicennan denial 
of intensity in being and in substance in particular. Third, I shall 
assess his critique of Avicenna and his espousal of intensity as the 
key to his doctrine of modulation of being (taškīk al-wuģūd). Finally, 
I shall consider some implications for theology that are raised by 
intensification. 


I. Intensification of Being 


Existents have degrees in existentiality, and being has different domains, 
some of which are more perfect and noble (atamm wa-ašraf) and oth- 
ers more imperfect and more base (anqas wa-aļass).” 


Modulation by intensity occurs within the circle of being, from the 
arc of descent (gaws an-nuzül) from the One to the arc of ascent 
(qaws as-suūd) back to the One.” As Sadra’s student, Fayd Kāšānī 
(d. 1090/1680) says in his Usül al-ma'arif, a work that summarizes 
Sadrian metaphysics, 


Being descends from the heaven of absoluteness (samā” al-itlāq) to the 
earth of limitation (ard. at-tagyīd) in degrees [emphasis added]. It starts 
from the most noble and ends with the basest. Thus, a descending 
path (ssilat an-nuzül) makes its way in it [1.e., being]. Then, it [being] 
takes an ascent (sufüd), and it continues to progress from the lowest 
to the most excellent, until it ends with the most excellent in this 
ascending order. 


* D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading Avicenna's 
Philosophical. Works, Islamic Philosophy and Theology, Texts and Studies, 4 (Leiden: 
EJ. Brill, 1988), 191-193. See also Asfār 1:20.8; Sadra, /ksir al-Grifin in Ras@il 
(Tehran lithograph, 1885), 138; id., Sarh al-Hidaya (Tehran lithograph, 1313/1895), 
3.13-14; Sadra, Sh Asl, ed. M. Hwagavi (Tehran: Inüsarati Mawlá, 13768/ 1956), 
27.8-9, 79.1—3, 83.1—6, 108.23. 

5 Asfār, 4:277.1-2. 

€ L. Siorvanes, Proclus: Neo-Platonic Philosophy and Science (Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press, 1996), 106. See also Asfar, 5:347.19—22; Sadra, Tafsir al-Qur’an al- 
Karim, ed. M. Hwagavi (Tehran: Mu'assasah-y1 Mutala‘at va-Tahqiqat-1 Farhangī, 
1987), 3:66.24. 
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Whatever is closer to its Originator (glorified may He be!) is closer to 
simplicity, unity and independence, and further from differentiation, 
complexity and dependence.’ 


God is the limit case of absolute perfection, intensity and the point 
of origin and return in the circle of being.? 

The beatific and ecstatic experience of the “doffing metaphor" of 
Enneads IV.8.1 is associated in the Illuminationist tradition with veils 
and degrees of light in a vertical hierarchy ascending up to the 
One.’ Sadra, in his scholia on Sarh Hikmat al-israq, uses this to explain 
modulation: 


Know that the reality of being is graded in levels, one above the other 
and the higher comprehends all under it in a real sense (ma‘nawt). So 
everything that is more potent, is more intense in its comprehension 
and its rank is more enveloping. Everything that is less potent inclines 
towards what is more perfect than it. All levels of being are veils that 
prevent one from noticing the most perfect, the highest being that 
comprehends everything (al-wučūdu l-atammu l-aflá l-muhitu "alā kulli say’). 
All being is light except that it is differentiated in its luminosity and 
[those differentiations] become physical and corporeal forms, forms 
that are tenebrous in comparison to the higher [incorporeal] intellects 
and souls, since they are contaminated with privation."? 


7 Fayd Kāšānī, Usūl al-mdārif; ed. S.G. Āštiyānī (Qum: Daftar-i Tabligat-i Islami, 
1375$/1996), 14.10—14. : 

8 Asfār, 1:253.6-8; Sadra, al-Mazahir al-ilahiya, ed. S.G. Āštiyānī (Mashhad: 
Mashhad University Press, 1961), 63.3-4, and id., al-Mašātr, ed./tr. P. Morewedge 
(New York: SSIPS, 1992), 58.2—6. See also Plotinus, Enneads, V.6.2.13, tr. A.H. 
Armstrong, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1966-1988), 5:207; Aštiyānī, Hast az nazar-t falsafah va-"wfān (Tehran: Nahdat-i 
Zanān-i Musulmān, 1376S/1997), 277. For arguments concerning God as a “limit 
case" in the hierarchy of being found in Neoplatonic and Thomist circles, see 
B. Miller, A Most Unlikely God (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1996), 
especially chapters 3 and 4. 

? The original text is Plotinus, Plotini Opera, ed. P. Henry and H. Schwyzer 
(Bruxelles: Desclée de Brouwer, 1951—1973), 2:224; tr. Armstrong, Enneads, 4:397; 
Arabic tr. in Aftūtīn “nda l-arab (Utūlūģīya), ed. *A.R. Badawi (Cairo: L'Institut 
Frangais, 1948), 22.1—4; Eng. tr. of the Arabic by G. Lewis in Plotini Opera, 2:225. 
For discussions, see F. Zimmermann, “The Origins of the so-called Theology of 
Aristotle," in Pseudo-Aristotle in the Middle Ages, ed. J. Kraye, W.F. Ryan, and C.B. 
Schmitt (London: The Warburg Institute, 1986), 138-141. The passage is found in 
many instances in Islamic philosophical and mystical texts, and often correctly 
identified as Platonic in spirit; see, for example, Ibn ‘Arabi, al-Futühàt al-makkiya, 
ed. U. Yahya (Cairo: L'Institut Français, 1972), 2:219, and Suhrawardī, at-Talwihát 
in Opera metaphysica et mystica, ed. H. Corbin (Istanbul: Maarif Matbaası, 1945), 1:112, 
and id., Hikmat al-isráq in Opera metaphysica. et mystica, ed. H. Corbin, Bibliothèque 
Iranienne (Tehran: L'Institut Franco-Iranien, 1952), 2:162-65. 

10 Sadra, Talīga ‘alá Sarh Hikmat al-išrāg (Tehran lithograph, 1313/1895), 379, 
marginal note at top of page. 
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Veils of light are degrees of contingent being graded in intensities 
from the One, a translunary hierarchy that traverses the division 
between the sensible and intelligible realms.!! The closer that a degree 
of being 1s to the One, the more intense it is, and the more distant 
it 1s, the less intense it 1s. Perfection in the scale of being 1s what 
tends towards simplicity and unity (and indeed the One) and what 
is most removed from complexity. Every being thus has two aspects: 
one Is a vell that hides the divine by confusing the perceiver into 
accepüng what appears phenomenally before him, but the other 1s 
a manifestation of the divine. The former is its quidditative aspect 
and the latter its existential aspect. "This is why beings that are devoid 
of quidditative features are purer lights that indicate the divine through 
their existence. 

Intensification posits degrees of being that constitute modulation 
in degrees of perfection and participation. The latter dynamic 1s 
significant for the Neoplatonic roots of the problem. Damascius (d. 
after 529) affirmed that being qua soul constantly changes because 
the forms within it differ through differing levels of participation 
(metexts).'* Perfect participation is perfect being, that is, God, who is 
the Agent of this hierarchy.'* Beings participate in the general “pool 
of being" sharing in the very roots of being, and differing in their 
degrees of participation by perfection and imperfection, independence 
and dependence, and priority and posteriority.'? The concept of inten- 
sification is taken from the llluminationist tradition’s vision of the 
hierarchy of lights. The Illuminationist tradition considers quiddities 
as universals to undergo intensification as well, a concept that Sadra 
then applies to being.'* Sadra explicitly tells us that he is reversing 


" Asfār, 6:300.1—11. 

? Suhrawardī, al-Masari in Opera, op. cit., 1:293, and id., Hikmat al-išrāg in Opera, 
2:87. See also G.H. Dīnānī, Qava'd-i kullī-yi falsafi dar falsafah-yi islam: (Tehran: 
Mu'assasah-yi Mutala‘at va-Tahqiqat-i Farhangī, 13725/1993), 3:104—105. 

5 C. Steel, The Changing self: a study on the soul in later Neoplatonism (Brussels: 
Koninklijke Akademie, 1978), 108—109. It 1s important to note that this 1s a fea- 
ture of Iamblichean Neoplatonism, since most other Neoplatonists reject it; see R.T. 
Wallis, JVeoplatonism, 2nd ed. (London: Duckworth, 1995), 119—120. 

" Asfār, 1:443.13-19; Sadra, Iitisāf al-māhīya bi-l-wuģūd in Rasa^il, 118. The Agent 
is more perfect than its effects, following an old Aristotelian rule; see Asfar, 3:250.1—5; 
Sadra, al-Mašātr, ed. H. Corbin, Bibliothèque Iranienne (Tehran: L Institut Français, 
1964), 44.8—9. See also A. Lloyd, “The principle that the cause is greater than the 
effect,” Phronesis 16 (1976), 146—156. 

5 Asfār, 6:86.5-8. 

16 Asfār, 1:441.1—2, 443.2; 4:270.6-9; 5:92.8-13. See also Suhrawardī, at-Talwīhāt, 
13.22; and id., al-Masa'ir, 299. 
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the Illuminationist position." Modulation only applies to being since 
different intensities of being still permit causality, but if modulation 
were to occur in quiddity, one quiddity of a different intensity could 
not be a cause for another. Quiddity cannot undergo modulation 
because a quiddity defines a certain nature with essential and acci- 
dental properties that are true of all its portions and individuals. If 
it could be more intense, then all those individuals would be so, and 
so too for debilitation. So quiddity cannot undergo modulation. What 
defines a quiddity is thus quite strict and what marks out a being 
is more "fuzzy" and naturally open to modulation. The law of In- 
discernibles does not apply equally to both quiddity and being." 

Sadrā affirms intensity in substances with three degrees in each 
substance, a logical, an intelligible and a material, and the whole 
thing is a manifestation of the divine essence through its sustaining 
agency.” Substantial motion is a concomitant of being. Just as God's 
agency brings things into being so does it bring about substantial 
motion." The relationship between being and motion is described 
as follows. 


Being permits intensification and debilitation (al-istdad wa-t-tada“uf ) 
meaning that it permits intensifying motion. Substance in its substan- 
tiality, that is, its substantial being, allows for essential change. The 
components of a single contiguous motion and their limits do not exist 
in actuality distinctly, but rather exist in a single being. The quiddi- 
ties that correspond to these degrees of being, do not exist in actual- 
ity as distinct. Rather, they exist collectively like the components of 
definition [i.e., exist collectively as a definition].” 


In the Sadrian doctrine, substance undergoes intensification and mod- 
ulation because it is in motion.” Two examples are given for this. 
First, water when boiled turns into steam, not by changing from a 
definite substance “water” to a definite substance “steam” through 
a shifting intensity in its substantiality, but because the being intensifies 


1 Asfār, 1:427.9-10; Sadra, aš-Šawāhid ar-rubübiya, ed. S.Č. Āštiyānī (Mashhad: 
Mashhad University Press, 1967), 134.14—135.4. 

18 Asfar, 6:21.7-14, 390.1-3. 

? The Leibnizian Law of Indiscernibles postulates that “if a is identical to b, 
whatever is true of a is true of b"; see B. Russell, “On denoting,” Mind 14 (1905), 47. 

2 Asfār, 2:313.9-314.8. 

21 Asfūr, 8:256.15-19. 

? Asfār, 9:186.8—13. 

5 Agr, 4:273.5-8. 
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and the substance undergoes a change and modulation.** The vortex 
of events of that being that 1s watery remains the substrate of that 
change. The other famous example is that of the sperm in the womb 
that develops and becomes an embryo. Substantial motion occurs in 
bodily substances through the flux of being and the constant layer- 
ing of ipseities with forms one after another.” It is constant renewal 
of forms since hylomorphism demands that matter never be free of 
form. The ipseity that undergoes the change remains a constant 
vortex." The question of substantial motion was raised in Neoplatonism, 
as Sadra knew well. Motion and being are identical concepts in 
Plotinus with the same reference in reality as properties of intellect.?? 
But they are mentally distinct as intentional objects and cognitive 
activity. Both Iamblichus (d. c. 326) and Damascius (d. after 529) 
held that the soul in its descent into the body and then its ascend- 
ing reversion undergoes substantial change without violating its unity 
and identity because it changed itself? All the “lives” of the human 
soul are so many faculties or manifestations of the same substance.?? 
What is also useful for us is the “architectonic” approach of later 
Neoplatonism to the hierarchy of being, shunning the monistic ten- 
dencies of both Plotinus and Porphyry.?! 


" Asfār, 4:274.11-14. 

? Asfār, 2:967. 

* Asfār, 2:111.1-113.3. He draws on the Sufi tradition of Ibn ‘Arabi (d. 638/1240) 
for the doctrine of the renewal of forms (tagaddud al-amtal); Ibn ‘Arabi, al-Futuhat 
al-makkiya (Bülaq, 1911), 3:303, 4:439, mter alia. See Galal ad-Din Humāī, Di risālah 
dar falsafah-yi islámi (Tehran: Institute of Humanities and Cultural Studies, 1997), 
14, and William Chittick, The Self-disclosures of God, SUNY Series in Islam (Albany, 
New York: SUNY, 1998), 57-66. 

7 Asfār, 3:96.8-10, 101.3-103.7; 4:273.22. 

? L. Gerson, Plotinus (London: Routledge, 1994), 99, quoting Plotinus, Enneads, 
VI.3.2.212, tr. A.H. Armstrong, 6:183. 

° Steel, The Changing Self, 157—8. Steel, 55-6, shows how Priscianus uses 
Theophrastus on this point against his thesis in the commentaries on De Anima. 
According to Aristotle, when a substance changes, its identity is not retained but 
transforms, since the integrity of its essence has been violated; see C. Witt, Substance 
and Essence in Aristotle: An Interpretation of Metaphysics VII-IX (Ithaca, New York: Cornell 
University Press, 1989), 3—9; T. Scaltsas, “Substantial holism,” in Unity, Identity and 
Explanation in Aristotle's Metaphysics, ed. T. Scaltsas, D. Charles, and M.L. Gill (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1994), 121. 

9!" Steel, The Changing Self, 62, quoting Priscianus. 

`l Steel, The Changing Self, 155. 
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IL The Avicennan position 


However, in the Aristotelian and mainstream Neoplatonic tradition, 
ousia qua substance does not admit of more or less.? Avicenna denies 
intensity in being or, more specifically, substance: 


Being qua being does not differ in intensity or allow of more or less. 
It only differs in priority, posteriority, independence and dependence, 
necessity and contingency. 


The primary sense of being is substance.** Substance cannot undergo 
intensification and debilitation because it has no opposite and inten- 
sity requires opposition and contrariness. Avicenna’s student Bahman- 
yar states: 


Substance does not allow of more intense and weaker. Intensification 
and debilitation is negated with the negation of opposition in which 
it is not possible to change from one to another through motion. 
Rather opposition in substance occurs simultaneously and not through 
motion. Motion does not occur in substances and it is unlike the change 
from blackness to whiteness.? 


Bahmanyar makes the link between the denial of intensity and the 
denial of substantial motion that is critical for intensification. Intensi- 
fication and debilitation occur where there is motion but one sub- 
stance cannot be more intense than another nor weaker than another. 
This does not mean that a substance cannot be prior in substantial- 
ity to another. “First substance” is prior in substantiality to “second 


® According to Aristotle, Metaphysics 1030b413, 1031b114, 1032a46, 1037a1820, 
intensity within substance violates its unity. See M.L. Gill, Aristotle on Substance: the 
paradox of unity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989), 4; C. Evangeliou, 
Anistotle’s Categories and Porphyry (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1988), 66, quoting Porphyry, in 
Cat., 2b722, apud S. Strange (tr.), Porphyry on Artstotle*s Categories (London: Duckworth, 
1992), 84. See also L. Goodman, Avicenna (London: Routledge, 1992), 58. 

5 Avicenna, as-Sifa^, al-Ilāhīyāt, ed. G. Anawātī and S. Zaid (Cairo: al-Hay’a al- 
Misriya al-Amma li-I-Kitāb, 1960), 276.13-15; id., al-Mubahatat, ed. M. Bīdārfar 
(Qum: Intišārāt-i Bidar, 1413/1992), 286.79; Bahmanyar, Jab at-Tahsil, ed. 
M. Mutahharī (Tehran: Intisarat-i Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 13758/1996), 529.13-15; 
al-Hillz, Kasf al-Murad, ed. H. Āmulī (Qum: an-Našr al-Islāmī, 1988), 29.11-17. See 
Asfār, 2:188.13—189.10. 

* Avicenna, al-Ilahiyat, 57.7; Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 304.4—5. See Aristotle, Metaphysics 
1028a31—b2; and Witt, Substance and Essence, 47; M.V. Wedin, Aristotle’s Theory of 
Substance (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 173. 

? Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 307.12—308.4. See Aristotle, Categories 4a10—21, Physics 
190a13—21, 190b917 on the need for a continuant; see Gill, Aristotle on Substance, 6. 
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substance" but 1s not more intense. Priority is attached to the being 
of substantiality and intensity to the quiddity of substantiality.** 
Although substances are divided into primary (that is, individuals) 
and secondary (“man”), this distinction in their substantiality is not 
by grades of intensity or modulation since the distinction is not essen- 
tial." Substance cannot undergo motion.” 

The Sadrian counter-argument runs as follows. Substance is extra- 
mental self-sufficient being. It is not a genus and, like being, under- 
goes modulation. Being is more primary than substance.? "Things 
exist in grades of intensity and existential priority and. posteriority. 
For example, “father” does not precede “son” either causally or in 
humanity, but rather existentially.*” The distinction in substances and 
substantialīty 1s not through the modulation of substantialīty as the 
Illuminationists suggest." Rather, substantiality is a singular undiffer- 
enüated concept, but it is the being of the substance that is modu- 
lated in grades of intensity." This pertains to the horizontal hierarchy 
as well. Humans are prior and more intense than beasts in being 
and not by virtue of “greater substantiality."? 

The Peripatetics held that being cannot remain single with grades 
of intensity (and hence must be multiple in reality) because intensity 
does not differentiate one from the other and it leads to two prob- 
lems within the metaphysics of radical contingency." First, there can 
be no causality, because there is no greater or lesser in potency and 
a cause must be present with its effect but also more potent than 
its effect through essential priority and not greater intensity.? Causality 


* Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 308.7-9. Aristotle argues that change with respect to 
substances is irreversible and not intensifying; see Metaphysics 994a22—b3; and Gill, 
Aristotle on Substance, 92. 

7 Asfar, 4:263.6-11. 

* Asfār, 3:229.12. In the Aristotelian account there is what Gill, Aristotle on Substance, 
6—7, calls a “paradox of unity” in the description of substance, a conflict between 
the recognition of change and the need for horizontal unity of substance, that is, 
a continuant substratum in which changing attributes inhere. 

3 Asfar, 1:260.1. 

V Asfār, 4:247.23-248.3. 

" Asfār, 4:265.23-265.4. The Illuminationists do affirm intensity in substance; see 
Suhrawardī, at-Talwīhāt, 13; and Hasanzadah in Sadra, Asfār, 1:696. 

? Asfār, 4:269.4—9. 

5 Asfār, 4:269.12—16. 

“ M. Intizām, *Ibtikārāt-i falsafī-yi Sadr al-muta'allihm," Hirad-namah-yi Sadra 12 
(1998), 79. 

* Avicenna, al-Ilahiyat, 269.9—11. 
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functions with other scales of prior and posterior but not with inten- 
sity.^ As Bahmanyar says, 

It holds for priority and posteriority because the cause exists in the 
first instance and the effect in the second. [It holds for] independence 
and dependence because the cause does not depend for its being on 
the effect but rather exists in itself or through another cause. The 
effect depends on the cause. [It holds for] necessity and contingency 
because the being of the effect in itself is not necessary since if it were, 
then it would be necessary without a self-sufficient cause. So its essence 
is contingent being and only necessary through its cause." 


Second, there can be no sufficient cause or preponderance, since no 
one side of a potential contingent, whether existence or non-existence, 
dominates." 

The Illuminationist response is to deny causality altogether since 
the hierarchy of lights is not causally related, and concepts such as 
substances and being are merely intentional.? For Sadra, being has 
no cause since it must be necessary to exist.?? 


Being exists by itself. It is the determination of itself and the being of 
its essence. With respect to itself, it 1s not attached to anything; rather 
[it is attached to other things] with respect to its accidental determi- 
nations and developments following it. So being qua being does not 
have an agent by which it 1s established, nor does it have matter which 
1s impossible for it, and no substrate in which it 1s found, nor any 
form in which it is clothed, nor does it have any telos. 


Being is too great to be attached to any cause since it has been dis- 
closed that it has no cause at all, nor any cause by which it is, nor 
any cause from which (minhu) it is, nor any cause in which it is, nor 
any cause which it has.” 


Thus, the hierarchy of being is not a causal hierarchy. Hence there 
is no sufficient cause or preponderance.” Contingents exist not through 


5 Avicenna, al-Ilahiyat, 277.1—3. 

"7 Bahmanyar, at-Tahsil, 529.15—530.4; see also Avicenna, al-Ilahiyat, 277.7—278.8. 

* Avicenna, al-Ilahiyat, 278.4—7. 

"9 Suhrawardī, Hikmat al-isráq/ The Philosophy of Illumination, ed./tr. H. Ziai and 
J. Walbridge, Islamic Translation Series (Provo, Utah: Brigham Young University 
Press, 1999) 120.9—13. See also Asfar, 4:265.20—23. 

Asfar, 1:53.9ff. See also Hasanzadah, ibid., 1:88. 

> Asfār, 1:54.6-13. . i 

? Hasanzadah, ibid., 1:206ff; Mulla Hadi Sabzavārī, Sarh Gurar al-fara^id, ed. 
M. Mohaghegh and T. Izutsu (Tehran: McGill Institute of Islamic Studies, 1969), 
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such agency but because they exist by virtue of the Necessary. They 
cannot be non-existent or indifferent and then emerge as existents.** 
The cause of being 1s the One but there is no causality within the 
realm of being 

Furthermore, degrees of intensity for the Peripatetics entail different 
species.” But intensification is not differentiated in actual being since, 
if it were, it would entail composition in motion of momentary enti- 
ties that are infinite and that is impossible.”* The Peripatetic mis- 
takes distinctions as occurrent in essences; thus, he posits different 
species. But in fact being is what is considered. The Peripatetic argu- 
ment is rejected as follows: 


The nature of being accepts intensity and debilitation in its simple 
essence. There is no difference between individuals by an essential 
differential distinction (mumayyiz faslī dati) or by an accidental type 
(musannif 'aradī) or by a feature of species (musahhis) that is additional 
to the ground of its nature. Their individuals and units only differ by 
essential intensity and debilitation (as-sidda wa-d-duf), priority and pos- 
teriority, nobility and baseness (as-Saraf wa-l-hissa). Universal concepts 
that are true of them [1.€., referents] are called quiddities that differ 
in essence by genus or species or accident. Because of this it 1s said 
that being differs in species and that the degrees of more intense and 
weaker are different species.” 


But the Peripatetic tradition is not unified on the issue of intensity.” 
Avicenna's commentator Tūsī, in his commentary on al-/sarat, remarks 


106; and T. Izutsu, The Metaphysics of Sabzavari (Tehran: Iran University Press, 1983), 
115. 

> Asfār, 1:221.15-17. 

9 Asfār, 1:401.12-15. 

5 Asfār, 2:187.12-14; Avicenna, a/-Mubāhatāt, 166.16—167.l, states that different 
intensities of individuals entail a different species (naw); Tūsī, Masari‘ al-musārí, ed. 
H. al-Mu'izzi (Qum: Maktabat Ayat Allah al-Mar'ast, 1405/1984), 58.5—6. See 
Scaltsas, ^Substantial holism," passim, on Aristotle. 

5 Asfar, 4:276.3-9. 

> Asfār, 2:188.13-189.10. 

> Asfar, 9:186.1—7. 

5 Arguably Avicenna himself equivocates on the issue. Avicenna, al-Mubahatat, 
41.4—7 states: 

Being in the essences of being does not differ by species. Rather, if there is 
differentiation, it occurs through intensification and debilitation (at-ta akkud wa- 
d-duf). It is in species that the quiddities of things which receive being differ, 
but the being that overlays them does not differ in species. For man differs 
from horse in species on account of his quiddity, not his being. 
But this does not entail intensification necessarily. Later on, Avicenna, ibid., 71.12-13, 
clarifies that “intensification” (at-ta'akkud) is really priority that occurs in three types: 
modalities, priority and posteriority, and dependence and independence. 
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that modulation occurs in being, not only in terms of priority and 
precedence but also in terms of intensity. In a concession to Avicenna, 
he does not permit intensity within causality but does within other 
divisions of being, including Necessary and contingent. He argues 
that since quiddity cannot undergo intensity yet occurs in different 
modes, this suggests that the differences are existential instances of 
quiddity that differ in intensity. It is not quiddity that intensifies.” 
The Peripatetic doctrine holds that distinction by intensity occurs in 
guiddities through their differentiae. But this is rejected because differentiae 
are not grades of intensity and quiddity does not undergo inten- 
sification.? Being is not distinguished by differentiae since it is not a 
universal.** Tūsī is already part of a processist turn in Islamic philos- 
ophy because he does not automatically consider substance to be the 
primary referent and sense of being, unlike the other Peripatetics. 


Ill. The Sadrian response 


In the Asfar, Sadra adjudicates at length between the Peripatetics 
and Illuminationists on intensity and modulation. The first issue is 
how things differ: do they differ by the whole of their quiddities, by 
parts of their quiddities, by extrinsic properties or by their existence? 
The Illuminationists pick the first option and the Peripatetics a mix- 
ture of the second and third. But the correct position is to assert 
that existents differ by intensity in their being.” 

The second issue deals with varieties of “more or less.” The first 
argument considers essences and individuals. The Peripatetics deny 
any modulation by precedence, priority or perfection within an 
essence. The Illuminationists permit such distinction. Sadra takes 
the Iluminationist position and provides the example of light that 
is graded, intensifies and affects others by itself.°° The individuation 
of beings and essences is precisely in such a hierarchy of intensity, 


* Avicenna, al-Laral wa-t-tanbīhāt, ed. M. Šihābī (Qum: Našr al-Balaga, 13758/1996), 
3:33.3-10. 

5! Ibid., 3:34.1-2. 

® Sadrā, aš-Šawāhid ar-rubübiya in Rasā”il, ed. H. Isfahānī (Tehran: Intišārāt-i 
Hikmat, 1996), 306. 

6 Thid., 322. 

6 Asfār, 1:50.4. 

9 Agr, 1:427-31. 

 Asfār, 1:432.6-433.2. 
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precedence, excellence and perfection.*” Against the Illuminationists 
he makes the point that the distinction between two black bodies is 
not that one 1s a more intensely black species than the other but 
rather that one's being is more intense, which manifests itself in 
being more black. The unity of the thing is not compromised in 
intensifying motion since substance is not the primary ontic unit.” 

The second argument of the Peripatetics is that intensity and mod- 
ulation in being entails species distinction between individuals. ‘This 
is a logical impossibility. The Illuminationists deny distinction by 
species or differentia. This is then related to the third argument that 
intensity and motion only occur in the categories of quantity and 
quality that are distinct types of modulation. Peripatetics deny inten- 
sity or motion in substance.'” Sadra, broadly agreeing with the 
Illuminationists, makes three objections. First, the Peripatetic argu- 
ment on the distinction of scales of quantity and quality refer to 
ordinary and conventional language use. But these recourses do not 
amount to a philosophical proof. The Peripatetics distinguish between 
the two in a circular fashion entailing a petitio principii. In fact, both 
intensity and more or less are the same frocess." Second, motion 
occurs not only to these two categories but also in substances. He 
uses the example of the color spectrum to illustrate this point.” 
Third, intensity occurs in reality, given that there is a vertical hier- 
archy of being. The higher intelligible world is more intense than 
this one since Platonic forms undergo modulation by intensity. The 
intelligible realm allows such gradation but not the doxa-ridden realm 
of sensibilia.” However, the sensible reflections of forms are of a lower 
ontological class and indeed “less real.”’* Ultimately, the Necessary 
is more intense than contingents.” One final point (though not an 
argument) that Sadra makes is to accuse Avicenna of inconsistency 
since the latter affirms that some existents are more puissant and 


9 Asfār, 1:433.13—434.2. 

5? Asfār, 1:436.8-11; 3:83.8-14, 434.1—2. 

9 Asfār, 8:71—74, 80—93, 257. 

7" Asfār, 3:85.12. 

7 Asfār, 1:434.1—2, 438.16—18. 

7? Asfār, 1:437.3-9. 

7 G. Vlastos, Platonic Studies (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981), 65. 
™ [bid., 73. 

5 Asfār, 1:440.21—441.5. 
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more intense than others and, within being, both time and motion 
are scales of intensity.” 


IV. Intensification and God 


Does intensification entail composition in the divine? ‘Two objections 
to modulation can be raised in this context. If we take God as the 
highest degree of being, who is the Necessary and is equal to His 
attributes, then that entails composition in God. Second, if the actual 
supposition of modulation is applied to God as the highest and con- 
tingents below, then God is limited by the contingents. Since all 
share being and identity-in-difference, God is confined and bounded 
by the highest contingent degree. This is a problem, as we know 
that the being of God is pure and undetermined.” These objections 
are resolved in the following manner. First, 


The chain of existents (silsilat al-maw£üdat) in degrees of being with the 
supposition of modulation do not have accidental being such that each 
degree has a border with the other. Each higher degree is not distin- 
guished from the lower by boundaries that are fixed. Rather the chain 
of degrees is vertical and causal. Each higher degree is the cause of 
the lower and the lower the effect of the higher. The being of all the 
modular degrees in the chain contains all the perfections below it but 
not vice versa.” 


Second, 


The essence of the Necessary who is the highest degree in the chain 
has all the perfections of the degrees below it in actu existing in him. 
For the philosophers all contingent degrees exist truly and are effects 
of higher degrees, ultimately of God, and they indicate the greatness 
and glory of God. But for the mystics, being is exclusive to the essence 
of the Truth and all contingents are merely shadows and manifesta- 
tions of Him. The attribution of being to them [contingents] is thus 
figurative.” 


The final point about modulation by intensification is that there are 
two axes of intensification, a vertical hierarchy that traverses the 


© Asfār, 2:189.7-10; 3:252.2—5. 

7 Husaynī-yi Tihrānī, Mikr-i Tābān (Mashhad: Intišārāt-i ‘Allamah-yi Tabataba’s, 
1417/1996), 211. 

5 'Tabātabā'ī, loc. cit., 212. 

? Ibid., 213-14. 
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domains of being, intelligible, sensible and intermediary, and a hor- 
izontal hierarchy that organizes this sublunary world of sensibilia. ‘The 
horizontal hierarchy of being also undergoes intensification."’ There 
1s a gradual intensifying scale from the lowest being, that 1s, a min- 
eral through the vegetable and animal until one arrives at the human, 
the most intense type of natural being, of which the most intense 1s 
the Perfect Man, the holder and deployer of wiláya (sanctified rank 
and proximity to the One).?' The unity of the structure of reality is 
expressed using a common Neoplatonic and Hermetic metaphor of 
referring to the macrocosm as a "living animal."? But this animal 
is not a contiguous, atomic composite organism. 


The truth is that the circle of being (dawr al-wučūd) is one. The whole 
cosmos is a single living great animal, whose limbs are connected one 
to the other, not in the sense of being quantitatively contiguous in sur- 
face and extension but in the sense that every perfect degree of being 
must be contiguous to a degree adjacent to it in existential perfection, 
either above it in intensity or below it in debilitation, without any 
other degree mediating between the two.** 


The metaphor of the macrocosm is then reintegrated to the metaphor 
of the microcosm, man. 


Man is a single existent possessing many faculties, some of which are 
intellectual, some psychic and some physical. All these [faculties] are 
degrees differing in excellence within their class. But the whole is still 
one essence.” 


The vertical hierarchy moves from the basest, most passive level of 
sensibility through the intelligibles to God in a scale of gradation of 
perfection and modulation of intensity." This is a unified multiplic- 


9" Asfar, 5:342ff See also ibid., 3:131.2-132.8, 402.1—6, 500.1—502.12. 

9! Asfār, 5:345—7. 

® Plotinus, Enneads, TV.8.3.14—16, tr. Armstrong, 4:407.7-10. See also aš-Šayh 
al-Yūnānī translated by Lewis in Plotinus, Opera, 2:235. It draws upon the Neoplatonic 
concept of the world-soul. See Gerson, Plotinus, 63; S. Clark, “Plotinus: Body and 
Soul,” in The Cambridge Companion to Plotinus, ed. L. Gerson (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996), 285; and J. Walbridge, The Leaven of the Ancients, SUNY 
Series in Islam (Albany, New York: SUNY, 2000), 92. 

* The lithograph has dawr, while the edition has dar (abode). 

8 Asfār, 5:342.12-16. 

5 Asfār, 5:343.6-8. 

* Asfar, 5:79.4—16; 6:117.4—17. Misbah Yazdī, Tatīga ‘alá .Nihayat al-hikma (Qum: 
Dar Rāh-i Haqq, 1405/1984), 43—44, denies any modulation in the vertical hier- 
archy of being. In response to my paper, Dimitri Gutas posited the objection that 
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ity in which each level of being 1s connected and ultimately depend- 
ent upon God." The vertical scale also cuts across the modes of 
being: the concept and word are the least intense; mental being 1s 
higher but the reality of being is most intense.** The scale intensifies 
from pure privation to pure being. This is the “limit case” proof for 
the existence of God as well? This hierarchy also traverses time 
and the “domains of being" across the distinction between this world 
and the afterlife. The beings of the afterlife are “more permanent, 
7% People also possess levels of being 
of which their being in the afterlīfe is more intense. Of such peo- 
ple, the person who is most intense in his being across all modes of 
being and all worlds and times is the Perfect Man (al-insan al-kāmil). 

The Sadrian vision of reality is a singular unified but modulated 
circle of being. Distinction between the grades of being is determined 
by intensification and intensifying motion. Such an ontological vision 
is posited in contra-distinction to Avicenna in a deliberate dialecti- 
cal interplay between Avicennan substance metaphysics and plural- 
ism and Sadrian process metaphysics and monism. As such, the stark 
contrast brings out the centrality of the question of being and the 
Sadrian contribution to it in Islamic thought. 


more intense and more perfect. 


it seems nonsensical to suggest that man somehow “exists more” than a horse who 
exists more than a chair and so on. How can “exist” be used in such a compar- 
ative, scalar way? However, such a use of “exist” in Neoplatonic semantics is not 
unusual. See J. Martin, “Existence, Negation and Abstraction in the Neoplatonic 
Hierarchy,” History and Philosophy of Logic 16 (1995), 69—96. 

87 Asfār, 5:349.11-15. See also Husayni-yi Tihrani, op. cit., 210. 

* Asfār, 1:263.14—16. 

% Asfār, 5:343.17—20. 

?" Asfār, 9:175.2-3. 
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN 


THE RECEPTION OF IBN SINA IN SYRIAC 
THE CASE OF GREGORY BARHEBRAEUS 


Hidemi Takahashi 


I. Introduction 


When we think of the relationship between Syriac and Arabic liter- 
ature, we tend to think in the first place of transmission from Syriac 
into Arabic in the early centuries of Islam and to forget that there 
was also transmission in the other direction. Partly as a result, little 
study has been conducted so far in this field, be it in the form of 
straightforward translations from Arabic into Syriac! or of Arabic 
works used as sources in Syriac writing. Those Christians, however, 
who continued (and still continue to this day) to use Syriac as their 
literary medium, did not live in isolation from their increasingly 
Islamic and Arabic-speaking surroundings and those authors writing 
in Syriac in the centuries following the Islamic conquest were clearly 
well aware of the scientific developments taking place under Islam.” 
It may be expected that borrowings from Arabic into Syriac will 
have increased with the progress of the sciences under Islam and 
that such borrowings will be quite common by the time we reach 
the so-called Syriac Renaissance of the twelfth-thirteenth centuries. 
Given the prominence of Ibn Sinà in philosophy and natural sciences 


! See H. Teule, *A Forgotten Segment of Syriac Literature: Translations from 
Arabic into Syriac," to appear in the proceedings of Symposium Syriacum VIII, 
held in Sydney, 26th June-1st July, 2000. 

? Relatively early instances where influence of Arabic writing has been detected 
in Syriac works on philosophy and natural sciences include Moses bar Kepha's 
Hexaemeron Commentary and the anonymous Causa causarum (10th c.?) See, respec- 
tively, U. Rudolph, “Christliche Bibelexegese und Muttazilitische Theologie, Der 
Fall des Moses bar Kepha (gst. 903 n.Chr.),” Oriens 34 (1994) 299—313; and GJ. 
Reinink, *Communal Identity and the Systematisation of Knowledge in the Syriac 
‘Cause of All Causes’,” in Pre-Modern Encyclopedia Texts, Proceedings of the Second COM- 
ERS Congress, Groningen, 1-4 July 1996, ed. P. Binkley (Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1997), 
275—288, and the literature cited there. 
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during those centuries, it may also be expected that such borrowings 
in those fields will often go back directly or indirectly to the writ- 
ings of Ibn Sima and that is indeed the case in the writings of the 
greatest author of that period of Renaissance, the Syriac Orthodox 
(“Jacobite”) prelate and polymath, Gregory Abū l-Fara$ Barhebraeus 
(Bar *Ebraya, Ibn al-‘Ibri).’ 

Barhebraeus was born in 622/3 A.H. (1225/6 A.D.; 1537 A.Gr.) 
in Melitene (Malatya), a city then under the rule of the Rum Seljuks, 
but with a large and prestigious community of Syriac Orthodox 
Christians. After periods of study in Antioch, Tripoli (both then still 
in Frankish hands) and, possibly, Damascus, he was raised to the 
episcopate at the tender age of twenty in 644/1246 and was appointed, 
successively, to the sees of Gubos and Laqabin in the vicinity of 
Melitene, before being translated, ca. 651/1253, to the more impor- 
tant see of Aleppo, where he was to witness the fall of the city to 
the Mongols in 658/1260. In 662/1264 he was raised to the office 
of the Maphrian of the East, the second highest office in the Syriac 
Orthodox Church with jurisdiction over those areas which had been 
under Persian rule in pre-Islamic times, and it was during his tenure 
of this office that he wrote most of his works. As maphrian, his nor- 
mal place of residence would have been the Monastery of Mar Mattai 
near Mosul, but he spent a significant part of his maphrianate in 
Maraga and ‘Tabriz, the centers of power of the new Il-Hanid dynasty, 
where he almost certainly came into contact with Nasir ad-Din at- 
Tūsī (597-672/1201-1274), as well as with the group of scholars 
gathered around him.‘ He died in Marāģa on 5/6th Gumadá al- 
Abira 685 A.H. (29/30th July 1286; 1597 A.Gr.). 


* On Barhebraeus and his works in general, see, e.g., A. Baumstark, Geschichte 
der syrischen Literatur mit Ausschlus der christhich-paldstinensischen Texte (Bonn: Marcus und 
Weber, 1922; repr. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1968) [hereafter GSL], 312—320; G. Graf, 
Geschichte der christlichen arabischen. Literatur, StV 118, 133, 146, 147, 172 (Vatican City: 
Bibl. Apost. Vaticana, 1944—53) [hereafter GCAL], 2:272-281; Ignātiyūs Afram I 
Barsaum, al-Lu' lw al-mantür fi tarīh al-ulūm wa-l-ādāb as-suryaniya (Homs, 1943; repr. 
Glane/Losser: Bar Hebraeus Verlag, 1987) [hereafter Lw lw], 411—430; Albir Abana, 
Adab al-luga al-dramiya (Beirut: Matba'at Stārkū, 1970) [hereafter ALA], 493—508; 
and for a bibliography, J.M. Fiey, “Esquisse d'une bibliographie de Bar Hébraeus 
(f 1286),” ParOr 13 (1986) 279—312. For some additions to the bio-bibliographical 
works on Barhebraeus listed by Fiey, 280-284, see Takahashi, “Simeon of Qal‘a 
Rumaita, Patriarch Philoxenus Nemrod and Bar ‘Ebroyo,” Hugoye: Journal of Syriac 
Studies (http://syrcom.cua.edu/Hugoye) 4.1 (Jan. 2001), n. 1. 

* See Takahashi, “Simeon,” n. 90. 
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Barhebraeus' literary output covers a wide range of subjects, includ- 
ing Biblical exegesis, dogmatic and moral/mystical theology, liturgy, 
jurisprudence, philosophy, historiography, belles lettres (adab), gram- 
mar/lexicography, the exact sciences, oneiromancy and medicine. Of 
these, the areas in which Barhebraeus is most likely to have been 
influenced by Ibn Šīnā are medicine and philosophy. The lists of 
Barhebraeus' works? mention a *book of the great Canon of Abü 
"Al". (Atābā d-gānūna rabbā d-Abū Alī), of which he had translated (or 
abridged?) four quires when he was overtaken by death. This work 
appears now to be lost, as are indeed the majority of Barhebraeus' 
medical works." His philosophical works, on the other hand, have 
fared better and it 1s with these that we shall be concerned in this 


paper. 


IL Survey of Barhebraeus? Philosophical Works? 


Among Barhebracus’ works there are three original works of differ- 
ent lengths (nos. 1-3 below) which deal with philosophy in general, 


> A list of thirty-one works is found in the continuation of Barhebraeus’ Chronicon 
ecclesiasticum. by his brother Barsawmā; see Gregorii Barhebraei Chronicon. ecclesiasticum, 
ed. J.B. Abbeloos and TJ. Lamy, 2 parts in 3 vols. (Louvain: Peeters, 1872-7), 
2:467—486; and Joseph Simonius Assemanus, Bibliotheca Orientalis. Clementino- Vaticana, 
3 vols. (Rome: S.C. de Propaganda Fide, 1719—1728; repr. Hildesheim-New York: 
Olms, 1975, 1999), 2:268-272. Similar lists with slight variations are found in the 
metrical biography of Barhebraeus composed by his disciple Dioscorus Gabriel of 
Bartelli (bishop of Gāzartā d-Oardu/Cazre, d. 699/1300, Mēmrā ‘al gaddīšā Grigoriyos 
mapryana d-hū Bar *Ebraya da-bid l-Diyosqoros. Episgūpā d-Gāzartā mdittā d-Oardū šnat 
1286 m., ed. Yuliyos Yešū' Çiçek (Glane/Losser: Bar Hebraeus Verlag, 1985), 34—38; 
see also R. Payne Smith, Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleianae pars sexta, 
codices syriacos, carshunicos, mendaeos complectens (Oxford: Clarendon, 1864), 516—522; 
Assad Sauma, “Commentary on the ‘Biography’ of Bar Hebraeus," ARAM (Stockholm: 
Arameiska Akademikernas Förbund) 7.15—16 (1998), 35—68, here 39f., and in numer- 
ous manuscripts of Barhebraeus’ works. See H. Janssens, L’Entretien de la sagesse, 
Introduction aux oeuvres philosophiques de Bar Hebraeus, BFPUL 75 (Liège: Faculté de 
Philosophie et Lettres/Paris: E. Droz, 1937), 17, n. 1; A. Vóóbus, Syrische Kanones- 
sammlungen, Ein Beitrag zur Quellenkunde, I. Westsyrische Originalurkunden, CSCO 307, 
317, subs. 35, 38, (Louvain: Secrétariat du Corpus SCO, 1970), 502, n. 4; and 
H.G.B. Teule, Gregory Barhebraeus, Ethicon (Mēmrā I), CSCO 534—535, syr. 218-219 
(Louvain: Peeters, 1993), textus ix-x. Several works not mentioned in these lists 
(incl. the two Arabic treatises on psychology, see II.9-10 below) are also found 
attributed to Barhebraeus in manuscripts. 

6 See Takahashi, “Simeon,” n. 93. 

7 The best general survey of Barhebraeus’ philosophical works remains that pro- 
vided by Janssens in the introduction to his edition of the Discourse of Wisdom 


252 HIDEMI TAKAHASHI 


covering the three areas of logic, natural philosophy and metaphysics.? 
The three works were no doubt intended to provide textbooks for 
a progressive course in philosophy? and the alliterating titles they 
share (héwat hekmtā, swād sūfūya, tégrat ičērātā) indicate that Barhebraeus 
saw them as forming a kind of a trilogy despite the variance in the 
dates at which they were composed. There is also a translation of 
an Arabic work which covered the same range of subjects (transla- 
tion of al-/šārāt wa-t-tanbīhāt, no. 6) and another which may have 
done so (Zubdat al-asrár, no. 5). Barhebraeus also wrote a short trea- 
tise dealing with logic only (no. 4), as well as two works, in Arabic, 
devoted to the subject of psychology (nos. 9—10). In addition, “philo- 
sophical" considerations play a large part in his theological works 
(Gandelabrum, Rays; nos. 7—8) and are also to be found in scattered 
places in his other works.'? 

[Barhebraeus' works are referred to by a confusing array of names 
in secondary literature. I give in parentheses in each case the orig- 
inal Syriac ütle, followed by the title as given in Assemani's Bibliotheca 
Orientalis, 2.268—321 (on which the names in subsequent European 
literature are mostly based) and the title encountered in Arabic sec- 
ondary literature, usually as found in Barsaum, Lu'lw', 414—430.] 


(Janssens, Entretien, op. cit, 1-34). Since relatively little has been achieved since 
Janssens’ time in the way of editing and studying these philosophical works, a com- 
plete overhaul of his survey will have to await the progress of the edition of the 
Cream of Wisdom now under way, but an attempt will be made on the following 
pages to highlight some of the findings made since 1937. 

8 Only the Cream of Wisdom has an independent section dedicated to “practical 
philosophy” (i.e., ethics, economics and politics); see Section HI below. 

? See F.E. Peters, Aristotle and the Arabs: the Aristotelian Tradition in Islam (New York: 
New York University Press, 1968), 108. 

10 Among this last category of works, one might mention in particular those 
poems of Barhebraeus dealing with philosophical themes: e.g., the piece on Creation 
and the rational soul (Gregor Bar-Hebraei carmina, ed. Augustinus Scebabi [Rome: 
Typographia Polyglotta, 1877], 35—46; Mushata d-Mar Grigoriyos Yohannan Bar ‘Ebraya 
mapryand d-madnhā, ed. Piloksinos Yohannan Dolabani [Jerusalem: Dayr Mar Marqüs, 
1929; repr. Glane/Losser: Bar Hebraeus Verlag, 1983], 86-94, no. 7.4); and the 
“Question of Kamis bar Qardahé and Answers of Daniel bar Hattab and Barhebraeus 
on the fact that Our Lord does not fall under the ten [Aristotelian] categories,” 
Scebabi, 153-156; Dolabani, 157-159, no. 11.2. 
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1. Cream of Wisdom (Héwat hekmtā, Sapientia safnentiarum Assemanus, 
recle Butyrum sapientiae ali, Zubdat al-hikma)" 


The longest and most celebrated of Barhebraeus’ philosophical works 
is the Cream of Wisdom, which was one of the last works he com- 
posed, in 684/1285-1286." As has long been known, this work is 
modelled on Ibn Sīnā's K. as-Sif@’, while the title of the work may 
have been inspired by the words “the cream of truth and choice 
morsels of the sciences” (zubdat al-haqq . . . qafiy al-hikam), which occur 
near the end of Ibn Sina’s al-Isarat wa-t-tanbīhāt, a work which 
Barhebraeus translated into Syriac.'” We shall be looking at this work 
in greater detail below. 


! Of the total of twenty-two books which make up this work, only three have 
so far been published in full. Poetica: D.S. Margoliouth, Analecta orientalia ad Poeticam 
Aristoteleam (London: Nutt, 1887; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 2000), 114—139. De plan- 
tis: HJ. Drossaart Lulofs and E.L;J. Poortman, Nicolaus Damascenus, De plantis, Five 
Translations, VNAW.L NR 139, Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus (Amsterdam: North- 
Holland Publishing, 1989), 68-113 (with English translation). Oeconomica, chap. 
III: M. Zonta, Fonti greche e orientali dell” Economia di Bar-Hebraeus nell’ opera “La crema 
della scienza," AION.S 70 (Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale, 1992) (with Italtan 
translation, incl. that of chap. II); chap. HI: G. Furlani, “Die Physiognomik des 
Barhebrāus in syrischer Sprache L" ZS 7 (1929) 1-16 (with German translation). 
There is a paraphrase, in Italian, of the book De anima: G. Furlani, ^La psicolo- 
gia di Barhebreo secondo il libro La crema della Sapienza,’ RSO 13 (1931) 24-52. 
Work is under way on critical editions of five more books, along with the re-edi- 
tion of one, with a view to publication in the series "Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus” 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill), comprising Rhetorica: John Watt (Cardiff); De mineralibus and 
Meteorologica: Takahashi (Frankfurt); Ethica, Oeconomica and Politica: Peter Joosse 
(Frankfurt). 

12 The colophon in MS Birmingham, Mingana syr. 310, fol. 216r, gives the date 
of completion of the part on natural philosophy as 22 Ab 1596 A.Gr. (Aug. 1285), 
while those in Laur. or. 83 (olim Palat. or. 187), fols. 191v, 227r, tell us that the 
parts on metaphysics and practical philosophy were completed, respectively, at the 
end of Kanon I 1597 (Dec. 1285) and on 8 Sbat 1597 (12 Du I-Hišša 684/8 Feb. 
1286). 

7 Al-Larat wa-t-tanbīhāt, ed. S. Dunya (Cairo: Dar al-Ma'arif, 1377—1380/ 1957—1960), 
903.4£; Isarat, Syriac version, MS Florence, Laur. or. 86, 132r bl2f: «Amis xa 
Q.. Miter har, The point was first made by D. Margoliouth, Analecta, 39f.; see also 
J. Tkatsch, Die arabische Übersetzung der Poetik des Aristoteles (Vienna: Hólder-Pichler- 
Tempsky, 1928-32), 1:88; H. Janssens, *Créme de la science ou Science des sci- 
ences?—le vrai titre d'un ouvrage de Bar Hebraeus," Le Muséon 43 (1930) 365—372, 
here 372. Allusions made in the proem of the Cream of Wisdom itself (Laur. or. 69, 
2v a4ff.) suggest that Barhebraeus wishes us to associate the title with the “cream 
and honey" of Isaiah 7.15, on which the promised child, *born of a virgin" (Is. 
7.14), would be fed (and, through the Isaiah passage, also with Luke 2.40). 
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2. Discourse of Wisdom (Swad sopiya, Sermo sapientiae, Allogutum 
sapientiae, Entretien de la sagesse, Hadit al-hikma)'* 


The shortest of the three philosophical compendiums, which may 
have been written in the mid-670s/1270s, has been published in full 
with a French translation and a detailed commentary by H. Janssens, 
who found its contents to be essentially Avicennan” and found many 
points of contact between this work and Ibn Sina’s al-/šārāt wa-t-tan- 
bīhāt and an-Nagat, as well as the Risāla ft l-Hudūd, although he 
seems not to have made any systematic comparison of the Syriac 
text with the Arabic texts (as opposed to translations) of Ibn Sīnā's 
works and as a result does not quite go so far as to specify any of 
these as the principal source of this work. 

Given that this work is based to a large extent on Arabic sources, 
it is rather ironic that it came to be translated “back” into Arabic, 
perhaps as early as within the fourteenth century, but more likely a 
little later." 


3. Treatise of Treatises (Tégrat tégrata, Negotiatio negotiationum 
Assemanus, Mercatura mercaturarum alii, melius Tractatus tractatuum, 
Tīģārat al-fawa id)? 


Barhebraeus’ medium-length compendium of philosophy, the Treatise 
of Treatises, is one of the least known of his works. The oft-encountered 
description of this work as an abridgement of the Cream of Wisdom 
1s belied by the fact that we have a manuscript of the work dated 
20th Iyàr 1587 A.Gr. (May 1276/674; Cantab. Add. 2003)? ten 


" Edition: H. Janssens, Entretien, op. cit. For a discussion of the title of the work, 
see ibid., 18f. 

5 [bid., intro., esp. 11, 28-31. 

'5 Ibid., index, 362. 

V Editions of the Arabic version: Ignatiyüs Afrām I Barsaum, Aitab hadit al-hikma 
li-L'alláma aš-šahīr wa-huggat al-falasifa al-hatir Mar Griguriyüs Abt l-Farağ Ibn al-Tbit 
(Homs: Matba'at as-Salama, 1940); E. Plata, “‘L’entretien de la sagesse’ de Barhebraeus, 
La traduction arabe," MIDEO 18 (1988) 153-194 (incomplete, Books 1—2 only). 

5 Unpublished. For a list of manuscripts and published excerpts, see Takahashi, 
“Barhebraeus und seine islamischen Quellen, Tégrat tēērātā (Tractatus tractatuum) und 
Gazālīs Magāsid al-falasifa,’ paper presented at the 2. Symposium zu Geschichte, 
Theologie und Liturgie der syrischen Kirchen, Wittenberg, 14—16 July 2000 (pro- 
ceedings due for publication by LIT Verlag, Hamburg/Mūnster), nn. 17-19. 

? See W. Wright and S.A. Cook, A Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts Preserved in 
the Library of the University of Cambridge (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1901), 
495. 
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years before the completion of the Cream of Wisdom. The Treatise of 
Treatises is also mentioned in the Discourse of Wisdom, so that this 
work must, in fact, be the earliest of the three compendiums of phi- 
losophy composed by Barhebraeus. 

A. Baumstark, who had earlier published an excerpt of this work, 
states in his standard work, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, that it is 
a reworking of Ibn Sina’s "Uyūn al-hikma”' The particular passage of 
the Treatise published by Baumstark (on classification of sciences, 
Treatise 2, introduction) does indeed look like a paraphrase of a pas- 
sage in the ‘Uyn al-hikma, but such correspondences are rather more 
difficult to find in the rest of the Treatise. A closer examination of 
the Treatise, in fact, shows that this work has much more in com- 
mon with Gazali’s Magasid al-falāsafa, both in its details and in its 
overall structure.” 

Insofar as the Magāsīd al-falasafa is itself a reworking of Ibn Sina's 
Dāmšnāmah-yt ‘Ala@i, we have here another instance where Barhebraeus 
has used an Avicennan work as his principal source.” As in his other 
works, Barhebraeus mixes the material taken from the Maqàsid with 
materials from other sources. One of the more important secondary 
sources in the parts of the Treatise examined so far is the Syriac ver- 
sion of the Ps.-Aristotelian De mundo. 


4. Book of the Pupils of the Eye (K. d-Bābātā, L. Pupillarum, K. al-Ahdāg, 
K. al-Bw bw)** 


Besides the three compendiums of philosophy as a whole, Barhe- 
braeus wrote a short treatise dealing with logic, following the pat- 
tern of the the Organon. H. Janssens found the contents of this work, 


2 Discourse of Wisdom, 1.4, ed. Janssens [see n. 5 above], 54.4f., tr. 173; Arabic 
version, ed. Barsaum [see n. 17 above], 7 ult. f.; om. ed. Platti, 173.14 (cf. appa- 
ratus, 191.3). 

2! Baumstark, GSL, 317; id., Aristoteles bei den Syrern vom V—VIII. Jahrhundert, Syrische 
Texte, 1. Bd. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1900; repr. Aalen: Scientia, 1975), 164£. and 182 
fis lt, 

? See Takahashi, “Islamische Quellen," op. cit. 

*5 While Barhebraeus was capable of using Persian sources, a comparison of the 
relevant passages in the Treatise, Magāsid al-falasifa and Danisnamah would seem to 
show that it was Gazālīs Arabic work rather than Ibn Sīnā's Persian work that 
Barhebraeus used in his Treatise, even though at the present state of research the 
possibility cannot be ruled out that Barhebraeus had access to the Dānišnāmah in 
addition to the Magāsid al-falasifa. 

?' Editions: C. Steyer, Buch der Pupillen von Gregor Bar Hebráus, Diss. Leipzig (Leipzig: 
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too, to be largely Avicennan? and would place its composition before 
that of the Discourse of Wisdom, largely on the grounds that Barhebraeus 
accepts the fourth figure (eskēmā, šakl) of syllogism in the Discourse of 
Wisdom but not in the Book of the Pupils of the Eye.* 


5—6. Translations 


The lists of Barhebraeus’ works tell us that he translated into Syriac 
a work by an older contemporary of his, Atir ad-Dīn al-Abharī 
(d. 663/1264)" entitled Zubdat al-asrar (Medulla mysteriorum Assemanus). 
It appears that this work is lost both in its Arabic original? and in 
Barhebraeus' Syriac version. 


Pries, 1907) (with German translation of the introduction and Section 1); H.F. 
Janssens, “Bar Hebraeus’ Book of the Pupil of the Eye,’ AFSL 47 (1930/1), 26—49, 
94-134; 48 (1932), 209—263; 52 (1935), 1-21 (with English translation to end of 
Section 3). The information given on this work by N. Rescher, The Development of 
Arabic Logic (Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh University Press, 1964), 206f. 1s difficult to outdo 
in its inaccuracy (seven factual errors and one major omission packed into seven- 
teen līnes!). 

? Janssens, Pupil, op. cit, intro. vol. 47, 41—44, and translation (in vol. 52), 
passim. 

?» Janssens, Entretien, op. cit., 17. Barhebraeus also accepts the fourth figure and 
treats it at some length in the Treatise of Treatises (1.3, MS Cantab. Add. 2004, 
22r.27f., 25v.14—26v.13) and the Cream of Wisdom (Analytica priora 1.2.4, II.3.1—6, 
MS Laur. or. 69, 72r b20-v a7, 76v b8—77v a22), recognizing five modes (znayyā) 
of conclusion in both (cf. I. Madkour, L’Organon d'Aristote dans le monde arabe, 2nd 
ed. [Paris: Vrin, 1969], 247). 

7 On whom, see G.C. Anawati, *Abharī Samarqandi, Atir-al-Din,” Elr, 1:216f. 
and the literature cited there. In his Muhtasar tarīh ad-duwal (traditionally wrongly 
called Trh muhtasar ad-duwal), ed. Antūn Salhani, 2nd ed. (Beirut: al-Matba‘a al- 
Kātūlīkīya, 1958), 254.14—16, Barhebraeus mentions Abharī among the disciples of 
Fabr ad-Din ar-Rāzī and talks of him as being active in Asia Minor (Rim). 

* No work under this title is mentioned by Brockelmann in GAL, although he 
does mention a work called Tanzil al-afkār fi tadil al-asrar, citing a manuscript in 
Mašhad (GAL Suppl. 1.843 fin.; this work is also mentioned by Ibn al-Akfānī [d. 
749/1348]; see D. Gutas, “Aspects of Literary Form and Genre in Arabic Logical 
Works,” in Glosses and Commentaries on Aristotelian Logical Texts, The Syriac, Arabic and 
Medieval Latin Tradition, ed. C. Burnett, Warburg Institute Surveys and Texts, 23 
[London: Warburg Institute, 1993], 61 with n. 157). The title Zubdat al-asrár is men- 
tioned at the end of Abharī's Hidayat al-hikma: 


shoe (Baalo) Bae pent GOL I galā ela Sa Gade ple i My 
(Quoted here from Mahmud Fadil, Fihrist-i nushah-hā-yi batti-yi Kitabhanah-yi Gami-i 
Gawharšād-i Mašhad, 3 vols. [Mashad, 1343—75/1964—7], 3:1246, no. 915/5). Hager 
Halīfa, who had a copy of the commentary on the Hidayat al-hikma by Muhammad 
ibn Sarif al-Husayni [fifteenth c.], wrongly attributes the Zubdat al-asrar to Husayni, 
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The other translation is that of Ibn Sīnā's al-Jsarat wa-t-tanbīhāt 
(syriace K. d-Remzē wa-mīrānwātā, L. Indicationum et prognosticorum Asse- 
manus). The Jšārāt is, in fact, one of the three works of Ibn Sina 
which Barhebraeus mentions by name in the passage of his Chronicon 
devoted to Ibn Sina (the other two being the Oānūn fi t-tibb and the 
Sifa^) and he tells us there that he had himself translated this “mar- 
vellous book” (ktābā tmīhā) into Syriac. According to its preface, the 
translation was undertaken at the request of Simeon of Qal‘a Rūmāytā 
(d. 687/1289), who rose to a position of some importance as a physi- 
cian at the Il-Hanid court and whose son, Tağ ad-Dawla, and nephew, 
Philoxenus Nemrod (patriarch 681-691/1283—1292), were taught by 
Barhebraeus.?! 

The Syriac version remains unedited except for some excerpts 
from the section on logic published by G. Furlani in 1946, but it is 


evidently taking the sentence quoted above to be a part of Husayni’s comments 
rather than a part of the text of the Hidāyat al-hikma (Hāģšī Halīfa, Kasf az-zunün, ed. 
G. Flügel [London: Oriental Translation Fund, 1835-58], 3:534, s.v. 531 8255). 

? Unpublished. Excerpts can be found in G. Furlani, *La versione siriaca del 
Kitab al-Išārāt wat-Tanbīhāt di Avicenna," RSO 21 (1946) 89—101 (based on MS Vat. 
syr. 191/1). See now also H. Teule, “Barhebracus’ Syriac Translation of b. Sina's 
Kitab al-isharat wa-l-tanbihat,” paper presented at the symposium “Redefining 
Christian Identity,” Groningen, 7-10 April 1999 (proceedings due for publication 
by Peeters, Louvain, in the series OLA). Manuscripts: a) with the Arabic text in 
Arabic script: Florence, Laur. or. 86 (dated 1278 A.D., see below); b) with the 
Arabic text in Syriac script (Garshuni): olim Kandanad, Kerala (1497 A.D.; see 
Barsaum, Lw lw, 420, n. 6; Mingana, op. cit., infra, 1031-34, ad no. 558); Charfeh, 
fonds patriarcal 743 (1584 A.D.; see Bihnam Suni [Sony], Pis al-mahtūtāt al- 
batriyarkiya fi Dayr as-Sarfa, Beirut, 1993); Damascus, Syr. Orth. Patriarchate 6/4 
(1907 A.D.; see Ph. Y. Dolabani et al., “Catalogue des manuscrits de la biblio- 
théque du Patriarcat Syrien Orthodoxe à Homs (Auj. à Damas)," ParOr 19 [1994] 
555-661); Charfeh, fonds patriarcal 744 Sony (olim 99, 1909 A.D); Birmingham, 
Orchard Learning Resources Centre, Mingana syr. 558 (1930 A.D., see A. Mingana, 
The Catalogue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts now in the Possession of the Woodbrooke 
Settlement, Selly Oak, Birmingham, I [Cambridge: Heffner, 1933]); b.ii) Section on logic 
only: Vatican, syr. 191/1 (seventeenth c.?, see Furlani, op. cit.; Furlani’s dating of 
the MS to the fifteenth c. rests on shaky grounds); Paris, Bibl. Nat. syr. 249 (1633 
A.D.; see H. Zotenberg, Catalogues des manuscrits. syriaques et sabéens (mandaites) de la 
Bibliothèque Nationale [Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1874]); Vatican, Borg. syr. 54 
(1654 A.D.; olim Maronite College, Ravenna; see A. Scher, “Notice sur les man- 
uscrits syriaques du Musée Borgia, aujourd'hui à la Bibliotheque Vaticane,” JA 10e 
sér. 13 [1909], 249—287; A. Diotallevi, “Ricerca dei manoscritti del Collegio Maronita 
di Ravenna,” SROC 1 [1978], 45, no. 30). 

0 Gregorii Barhebraei Chronicon syriacum, ed. Paulus Bedjan (Paris: Maisonneuve, 
1890), 219.14—221.8; tr. E.A.W. Budge, The Chronography of Gregory Abü'l Faraj, the 
son of Aaron, the Hebrew physician, commonly known as Bar Hebraeus (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1932), 1:196—198. 

3! See Takahashi, “Simeon,” $33 et passim. 
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a generally faithful, word-for-word translation of Ibn Sīnā's Arabic 
text and, as such, could be of value as an indirect thirteenth-cen- 
tury witness for the text of the /sarat, as well as being, for Syriacists, 
a hitherto unexploited source for lexicography. 

One fact which has largely escaped the notice of scholars is that 
this Syriac version is usually found in the manuscripts not by itself 
but accompanied by the original Arabic text in parallel columns, 
meaning that these manuscripts are themselves direct witnesses of 
the Arabic text. This applies also to the oldest manuscript of the 
Syriac version, MS Florence, Laur. or. 86 (olim Palat. or. 185), which 
was copied within Barhebraeus' lifetime in 677/1278, making it also 
one of the older witnesses available of the Arabic text." Although 
this fact 1s already mentioned by S.E. Assemani in his 1742 cata- 
logue of the Florence manuscripts,? neither the Laurentianus nor 
any of the other manuscripts containing the Syriac version are men- 
tioned in the standard lists of Avicennan manuscripts.** 


7-8. Theological Works 


Philosophical considerations also play an important role in the the- 
ological works of Barhebraeus, such as the Candelabrum of the Sanctuary 
(Mnārat qudse, Candelabrum sanctuari, Mandarat al-aqdas),*? which was 


* The beginning of the Arabic text is missing. The Arabic text begins (in mid- 
sentence) on fol. 10r with the words es Jy 5! oSy pH tiisin uices (in al-Mantiq, 
nahg 2, ed. Dunya, 251.3). Twenty folios in the middle of the manuscript (fols. 
61r-80v) are in a different hand from the rest. 

* Stephanus Evodius Assemanus, Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae et Palatinae codi- 
cum MMS. orientalium. catalogus (Florence: Albizinianus, 1742), 328: “...constat 132 
paginis, Syriacis literis, & sermore cum textu Arabico exaratus a Ioanne filio Bacchi, 
Sabbato, die decima sexta Canun prioris (Decembris anno Graecorum MDXC. 
(Christi 1279). ut ad eius calcem adnotatur" (my emphasis; for the date “1279,” 
read 51278"). 

** Brockelmann, GAL I, 454, S I, 816, no. 20; G.C. Anawati, Muwallafat. Ibn 
Sīnā/ Essai de bibliographie avicennienne (Cairo: Dar al-Ma'ārif, 1950), 6-9; Y. Mahdavi, 
Fihrist-i nushah-hà-yi musannafat-i Ibn Sīnā/ Bibliographie d*Ibn Sina (Tehran: Inüsarata 
Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 1954), 34; O. Ergin, Ibni Sina bibliografyast, Istanbul Üniversitesi 
Tip Fakültesi yayınlarından, 27 (Istanbul: Yalçın Matbaası, 1956), 12. 

* Edition in a single volume: Y.Y. Çiçek, Mnārāt gudšē mettul šetēsē "ēdtānāyātā men 
syāmē d-Mār Grigoriyós Yohannan Bar ‘Ebraya . . . [Lamp of the Sanctuary (Mnorath Kudshe) 
by Mor Gregorios Yohanna Bar Ebryoyo| (Glane/Losser: Bar Hebraeus Verlag, 1997) 
(based on MS Jerusalem, St. Mark's 135). For critical editions of the individual 
bases (with French or German translation), see the list at Fiey, “Esquisse,” 289f. 
The end of Base IV (list of heresies, corr. ed. Çiçek, 447—458), which is not in 
J. Khoury's edition of that base, can be found in F. Nau, Documents pour servir à 
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written around 1270** and deals with the whole spectrum of dog- 
matic theology in twelve books, called “bases” (šetēsē, fundamenta), and 
the Book of Rays (K. d-Zalgē, L. Radiorum, K. al-Asi*a)," which is essen- 
tially an abridgement of the Candelabrum. 

It has been noted in connection with the Candelabrum that a clear 
distinction can be drawn between those parts of this work devoted 
to philosophical arguments as a preliminary to the theological dis- 
cussions and the theological discussions proper. For his philosophi- 
cal arguments Barhebraeus evidently turned to the Islamic philosophers 
in vogue in his day. In his study of the part of this work dealing 
with the Resurrection, H. Koffler found that the philosophical argu- 
ments used to establish the possibility of the Resurrection were taken 
largely from the Muhassal afkār al-mutaqaddimin wa-l-muta ahhirin. of 
Fabr ad-Din Muhammad ibn ‘Umar ar-Rāzī (544—606/1149—1209).** 


l'histoire de l'Église nestorienne, PO 13/2 (Paris, 1916), 252—265. Edition of a modern 
Arabic version: Diyünisiyüs Bihnām Giģāwī (ed. Grigüriyüs Yübanna Ibrahim), 
Manārat al-agdās l-l‘allama Mar Grīgūryūs Abt l-Farač Ibn al-Ibri. mafriyan al-masriq 
1226-1286, Syriac Patrimony/at-Turat as-Suryani, 13 (Aleppo: Mardin Publishing 
House, 1996). 

3 On the date of composition of the Candelabrum, sce Takahashi, “Simeon,” 
n. 45. The Book of Rays, as a summary of the Candelabrum is to be dated after it, 
but before the Nomocanon (K.d-Huddāyē), in which both these works are mentioned. 

? Facsimile edition: Ataba d-Zalge w-šurrārā d-setése "ēdtānāyātā men syāmē d-abūn 
gaddīša Mar Grigoriyos d-hū Bar ‘Ebraya [Book of elge by Bar-Hebraeus, Mor Gregorius 
Abulfarg, the great Syrian philosopher and author of several Christian works] (Istanbul: Zafer 
Matbaasi, 1997) [reproduction of a manuscript copied in 1996 from a manuscript 
dated 1576 A.D. = MS Oxford, Bodl. Or. 467]. Edition of Book X (with French 
translation) in N. Sed, Le Gandélabre de sanctuaire de Grégoire Abov'lfaradj dit Barhebraeus, 
Douzième base: du Paradis, suivie du Livre des rayons: Traité X, PO 40/3 (Turnhout: 
Brepols, 1981), 464—503. Otherwise available in print in short excerpts only (two 
excerpts already in Faustus Naironus, Evoplta fidei catholicae-romanae historico-dogmatīca 
[Rome: S. C. de Propaganda Fide, 1694], 197f., 316f.). 

? H. Koffer, Die Lehre des Barhebrüus von der Auferstehung der Leiber, OrChr(R) 28/1 
(Rome: Pont. Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1932), 202-207. Similar observa- 
tions were made by J. Khoury in his edition of Base IV (Khoury, Le Candélabre du 
sanctuaire de Grégoire Abou lfarad) dit Barhebraeus, Quatrième base: de Incarnation, PO 31/1 
[Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1965], 9, 41, 111, 246-249). See further A. Torbey, “Les 
preuves de l'existence des anges, d'aprés le traité de Grégoire Bar-Hebraeus sur les 
anges, Etude critique et sources,” OC 39 (1955), 133: "L'étude de cette partie [sc. 
Base V, de angelis] nous porte à conclure qu'Avicenne est la source principale de 
presque toutes les preuves que l'auteur attribue aux philosophes pa-ens." P.-H. 
Poirier, “Bar Hebraeus sur le libre arbitre," OC 70 (1986) 32, 36 resp.: “Non seule- 
ment sont-ils [sc. les musulmans] au centre de ses préoccupations apologétiques, . . . mais 
l'argument méme de la IXe base est élaboré en fonction de la problématique musul- 
mane du libre arbitre telle qu'elle devait être fixée, déjà à l'époque de Bar Hebraeus, 
par les mutakallimün," and, “Il est donc clair que Bar Hebraeus a conçu son De 
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Similarly, in his discussion of mineralogy and meteorology in Base 
II of the Candelabrum, Barhebraeus uses as his main source Kitāb al- 
Mabahit al-masriqiya of Fabr ad-Din ar-Razi.* Insofar as ar-Rāzī and 
other Islamic writers used by Barhebraeus as his sources themselves 
depend to a large extent on Ibn Sina, these “philosophical” parts of 
the Candelabrum and the Book of Rays, too, will need to be taken into 
account when considering the reception of Ibn Sina in Barhebraeus. 

There are Arabic translations of these two theological works dat- 
ing back at least to the seventeeth century, the Book of Rays having 
been translated by Grigüriyüs Yūhannā ibn "Abbūd ibn al-Gurayr 
aš-Šāmī az-Zurbābī (Syr. Orth. bishop of Damascus 1078/9—1095/6 
[1668-84]),*° and the Candelabrum by Sarkis ibn Yūhannā az-Zurbābī 
(d. c. 1080/1669).*' 


9—10. Arabic Treatises on Psychology? 


The subject of the origin, nature and destiny of the human soul 1s 
discussed at some length in all three philosophical compendiums, as 


Libero arbitrio en fonction de la problématique, traditionelle à son époque et dans 
son milieu, de la théologie musulmane." 

* See Takahashi, “The Greco-Syriac and Arabic Sources of Barhebraeus' 
Mineralogy and Meteorology in Candelabrum sanctuari, Base IL" paper presented at 
Symposium Syriacum VIII, Sydney, 26th June-1st July, 2000. Besides al-Mabahit 
al-masriqiya, Barhebraeus uses in this part the Syriac versions of the Ps.-Aristotelian 
De mundo and Nicolaus Damascenus’ Compendium (see Section III below). For his 
geography he depends mainly on Bīrūnī's Aitāb at-Tafhim li-awa^il siná'at at-tanģīm. 

? He is known also as the translator of several other works of Barhebaeus. See 
Samir Khalil Samir, “Bar Hebraeus, le ‘Daft al Hamm’ et les ‘Contes amusant," 
OC 44 (1980), 152—5, along with the literature listed there at 155, n. 55; to Samir’ E 
list add Miba'il Raggi, *Yühanna aš-Šāmī az-Zurbābī al-mulaqqab bi-Ibn 'al-Gurayr," 
Machrig 43 (1954) 129—156; Teule, Ethicon I [see n. 5 above], versio xiv; H. Kaufhold, 
*Notizen über das Moseskloster bei Nabk und das Julianskloster bei Oaryatain in 
Syrien,” OC 79 (1995), 77, 78f. 

" He is probably the son of Gregory John. The date of death above is that 
given by Barsaum, Zw! 461; cf. Raggr, "Yūhannā,” 153 with n. 1. Earlier, Daniel 
of Mardin (726-after 784/1326-after 1382; often confused with Daniel bar Hattàb) 
had composed an abridged Arabic version of the third and fourth bases of the 
Candelabrum under the title Attāb al-Isráq fi l-usül ad-diniya (sce F. Sepmeijer, “The 
Book of Brilliance by Daniel Ibn al-Hattab," ParOr 19 [1994], 379—387), as well 
as another work covering similar grounds and incorporating much material from 
the Candelabrum (Kitab Usūl ad-din; see Graf, GCAL 2:282f., and Sepmeijer, “Book 
of the Principles of Faith Attributed to Daniel Ibn al-Hattàb," ParOr 22 [1997], 
405—413). 

? There is some confusion over the titles of the two Arabic works. Although I 
retain here the titles under which the works were published by Cheikho and Sbath, 
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well as in the Candelabrum (Base VIII) and the Book of Rays (Book 
VI)* In addition to these we have two treatises in Arabic on the 
soul which have come down to us under Barhebraeus’ name.** One 
of these, published under the title Magāla muhtasara fi n-nafs al-basariya 
by L. Cheikho,* appears largely to be an abridgement of a Syriac 
work on the soul by Moses bar Kepha.** The other, first published 
under the title Muhtasar fi ‘ilm an-nafs al-insaniya by P. Sbath," may 


be considered an abridged translation of the corresponding part (Base 
VIII) of the Gandelabrum.** 


IH. Cream of Wisdom and Kitab as-Šifū” 


As an illustration of how Barhebraeus uses Ibn Sina, we shall exam- 
ine here the manner in which he uses the S¢/@ in his Cream of Wisdom. 


it is to be noted that the proem of the work edited by Cheikho states that this work 
is called *mubtasar fī "ilm an-nafs al-insaniva" (ed. Cheikho, Nubda... 1898 [as in 
n. 45 below], 45.3: ocv! od! ale d pete lia S ss... also MS Berlin, Staatsbibl., 
Preußischer Kulturbesitz, or. quart. 887 [59 ABfalg], 409.3£). Furthermore, Sbath 
calls the work published by Cheikho *Maqala fr hilgat an-nafs/Traité sur la créa- 
tion de l'àme" (P. Sbath, Bibliothèque de manuscrits Paul Sbath, Prêtre syrien d'Alep: cat- 
alogue [Cairo: H. Friedrich et Co., 1928-34], 1:3), while in MS Berol. or. quart. 
887, the title of the work is given as ^Maqala mubtasara fī hilqat an-nafs.” At the 
same time it is the other treatise, the one published by Sbath, which ends: = 
Leali Cb wai Gals (Ls Lisa! lā sia (ed. P. Sbath in Muhtasar fi ilm an-nafs 
al-insānīja li-Grīgūriyūs Abi l-Farag al-marūf bi-Ibn al-Ibri. / Traité sur l'àme par Bar- 
Hebraeus, Mort en 1286 [Cairo: H. Friedrich, 1928], 61.3£; ed. Ignātiyūs Afrām 
Barsaum, Risāla fi Gm an-nafs li-l-"allāma Mar Grīgūriyūs Ibn al-Tbrī mafriyán al-masriq 
[Jerusalem: Dayr Mār Marqus, 1938], 84.ult.) [Barsaum's edition is also published 
in al-Magalla al-Batriyarkiya as-Suryaniya 5 [1938], 79—97, 113—137, 168-192, 225—243.] 

5 See also n. 10 above. 

* The two treatises are not mentioned in the usual lists of Barhebraeus’ works 
(see n. 5 above), although it may be that one of these two treatises should be 
identified with the Mēmrā šennāyā mentioned in the list found in MS Laur. or. 298 
(sce Takahashi, “Simeon,” n. 96). 

5 In Machriq 1 (1898) 745-9, 828-33, 934—8, 1084—7, 1113-20. Published sep- 
arately as appendix to L. Cheikho, Nubda fi targama wa-ta'alf al-allama Grīgūryūs 
Abi l-Farağ ibn Ahrün at-tabīb al-Malati al-marūf bi-Ibn al-Tbrī (Beirut: al-Matba'a al- 
Kātūlīkīva, 1898), 44—70; later also in id., Onze traités philosophiques d'anciens auteurs 
arabes . . . (Beirut, 1908) [non vidi], and L. Malouf, C. Eddé, and L. Cheikho, Traités 
inédits d'anciens philosophes arabes... (Beirut, 1911), 76-112. 

55 See Graf, GCAL II:273f. 

U P. Sbath, Muhtasar, op. cit.; ed. Barsaum, op. cit. 

* See G. Furlani, *Barhebreo sull anima razionale (Dal Libro del Candelabro del 
Santuario)" Or. NS 1 (1932), 115. Graf was inclined for this reason to attribute the 
work to a later translator (Graf, GCAL II:276f.; see also his review of Sbath’s edi- 
tion, OC 25/26 [1928/9] 130f.). 
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The resemblance of the overall structure of the Cream of Wisdom 
and much of its contents to those of Ibn Sīnā's asSif@ has long 
been known and D.S. Margoliouth, who edited the Book of Poetics 
over a century ago, aptly talks of the Cream of Wisdom as being drawn 
from the “milk” that is the S72. At the same time, as Margoliouth 
was aware, the Cream of Wisdom is not simply a translation or sum- 
mary of the Šīfā, and this is obvious even from a cursory look at 
the major divisions of the two works. 


As-Šifī? Cream of Wisdom 

Part 1: Logic (mantiq) Logic (miīlūtā) 

Part 2: Natural sciences (tabī īyāt) Natural sciences (kyānāyātā) 

Part 3: Mathematics (riyadat) Metaphysics (batar kyanayata) 

Part 4: Metaphysics (mà ba‘da t-tabi īyāt) Practical philosophy ( pilosopiya 
pragtīgāytā) 


In the Cream of Wisdom, Barhebraeus has suppressed the section on 
the mathematical sciences (geometry, algebra, music and astronomy)” 
and has added at the end a section on practical philosophy (ethics, 
economics and politics), which, as M. Zonta has recently shown, has 
as its principal source Nasir ad-Din at-Tüsr's Aģlāg-t Naswi.' It may 
be noted that the alteration made here by Barhebraeus, in fact, 
brings the Cream of Wisdom more in line with the contents of the 
Aristotelian corpus. 

It has been shown by H,J. Drossaart Lulofs that in the section of 
the Cream of Wisdom on the natural sciences Darhebraeus has made 
extensive use of the Syriac version of the compendium of Aristotelian 
philosophy (Hept tfjg 'ApwtotéAoug quAocootoc) composed by Nicolaus 


? Margoliouth, Analecta, op. cit., 43: *. .. equidem scire gerens utrum totum illud 
butyrum lacte Avicennaeo expressum esset,..." 

°° See Barhebraeus’ own note on the matter, found at the end of the part 
on metaphysics, MS Laur. or. 83, 191v a 5—10: ter madarma maglarša mata male 
mai ehur rol s kal recon nén ao wo the ehoa horus rea gs ra asas rhaith rius 
(^Here ends the Book of Theology. With its completion comes to end the theo- 
retical part of philosophy in the book of Cream of Wisdom, except for the math- 
ematical [parts] which belong to another treatise.”). Cf with this Ibn Sīnā's note 
concerning the omission of the practical sciences in his work, as-S?a^, al-Madhal, ed. 
I. Madkour et al. [Cairo: Wizarat at-Taqafa, 1952], 11.12f. (see also ibid., intro., 13). 

?! Zonta, Fonti greche, op. cit.; also id., “Structure and Sources of Bar-Hebraeus' 
‘Practical Philosophy’ in The Cream of Science," in Symposium Syriacum VII, OCA 256, 
ed. R. Lavenant (Rome: Pont. Istituto Orientale, 1998), 279—292. 


THE RECEPTION OF IBN SĪNĀ IN SYRIAC 263 


Damascenus, a first-century B.C. Peripatetic philosopher, historian 
and adviser to Herod the Great [7 Nic. syr.].? When we now com- 
pare the order of the books in the parts of the Cream of Wisdom and 
the Sif? dealing with the natural sciences and in Nicolaus” Compendium, 
we obtain the following results. 


Cream of. Wisdom As-Sifa? Nic. syr. 
I. Auscultatio physica I. Auscultatio physica I. Auscultatio physica 
IL-III. Metaphysica 
IL De caelo II. De caelo IV. De caelo 
II. De gen. et corr. II. De gen. et corr. V. De caelo (contd.), De gen. et corr. 
IV. De action. et passion. 
IV. De mineralibus = V/1. De mineralibus VI. Meteorologica I-HI 
V. Meteorologica V/2. Meteorologica VII. De mineralibus, De plantis? 
VI. De plantis VI. De anima 


VIL De animalibus — VII. De plantis VIIL-IX. De animalibus 
(Hist. & Part. an.) 
VIII. De anima VII. De animalibus X. De anima 


XI. (De sensu; De somno; De insomn.) 
XII. (Gen. an. I-IV) 
XIIL (Gen. an. V). 


It may be seen that in suppressing the book on *actions and pas- 
sions" (al-af àl wa-l-inffálát) and placing the De plantis and De ani- 
malibus before the De anima, Barhebraeus is in agreement with 
Nicolaus against Ibn Sina and, more generally, with the traditional 
order of the Aristotelian corpus. On the other hand, in placing min- 
eralogy before meteorology, Barhebraeus follows Ibn Sinà, and the 
materials from Ibn Sma’s book on “actions and passions,” in fact, 
survive in the Cream of Wisdom by being incorporated into Books III, 
De generatione et corruptione and IV, De mineralibus. 


? Hj. Drossaart Lulofs, “Aristotle, Bar Hebraeus and Nicolaus Damascenus on 
Animals," in Aristotle on Nature and Living Things, Philosophical and Historical Studies 
Presented to David M. Balme on his Seventieth Birthday, ed. A. Gotthelf (Pittsburgh: 
Mathesis Publications, 1985), 345—357; H.J. Drossaart Lulofs and E.L;J. Poortman, 
Nicolaus Damascenus. De plantis, op. cit.; see also H,J. Drossaart Lulofs, Nicolaus Damascenus 
on the Philosophy of Aristotle, Fragments of the first five books translated from the Syriac, Philoso- 
phia Antiqua, 13 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1965); Takahashi, “Syriac Fragments of Theo- 
phrastean Meteorology and Mineralogy, Fragments in the Syriac version of Nicolaus 
Damascenus, Compendium of Aristotelian Philosophy and the accompanying scholia," in 
On the Opuscula of Theophrastus, ed. W.W. Fortenbaugh and G. Wóhrle, Philosophie 
der Antike, 14 (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2001), 189—225. The Syriac version of Nicolaus 
1s preserved in a unique manuscript, Cantab. Gg 2.14. For the page numbers used 
here in referring to the text in this manuscript, see Takahashi, ib., 190. 
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The two books of the Cream of Wisdom dealing with mineralogy 
[= Min.] and meteorology [= Mete.] correspond largely to the fifth 
fann of the Tabi“iyat in the Sifr, which is divided into two “trea- 
tises” (;magāla) dealing, respectively, with minerals (V/1, al-ma‘Gdin) 
and meteorology (V/2, al-ātār al-'ulwiya). At one further remove, most 
of the themes treated in these two books go back to Aristotle’s 
Meteorologica, although some of the subjects treated, especially in the 
Book of Minerals, are only briefly touched upon in the Meteorologica 
and the subject treated in Min. IV. (mathematical geography), for 
example, is one that is more readily associated with Ptolemy than 
with Aristotle. 

The correspondences of the chapters in the Cream of Wisdom to 
the Šifī? and Meteorologica may be summarized as follows. 


Cream of Wisdom As-Šifā” ^ Arist. Mete. 
Min. I. Rocks, water sources 

and mountains V/1.1-3 [1.13] 
Min. II. Earthquakes V/1.4 IL7—8 
Min. III. Minerals V/L5 [IIL.6B, IV] 
Min. IV. Habitable world V/1.6 [11.5] 
Min. V. Sea [IV.2] [1.13], IL1-3 
Mete. I. Cloud, rain, etc. V/2.1 1.9—12 
Mete. II. Illusions (rainbows, etc.) V/2.2-3  IIL2-6 
Mete. III. Winds V/2.4 IL4—6 
Mete. IV. Thunder, lightning, etc. V/2.5 IL9-III.1, L4—8 
Mete. V. Natural disasters V/2.6 [1.14] 


It will be seen that the order of the material in the Cream of Wisdom 
is essentially the same as that in the Sia, which, in turn, differs 
considerably from that of Meteorologica (and Nicolaus’ Compendium, 
where the order in Aristotle is generally followed). On two occa- 
sions, however, Barhebraeus has reduced two or three chapters ( fusül) 
of the Sif? into one chapter (qeppāl? ðn) in the Cream of Wisdom and, 
on one occasion—in Min. L—he has added a chapter which has no 
counterpart in the fifth fann of the Sia’, incorporating into it some 
of the material from the preceding fourth fann. 

When we then turn to the actual text of the Cream of Wisdom, we 
find that there are indeed numerous passages which may be judged 
to be paraphrases of passages out of the Šifā?. A number of these 
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passages typifying the manner in which Barhebraeus paraphrases and 
alters the source passages are given below. 

[In the translations below, continuous underlines indicate word- 
for-word matches between the two passages compared, while dotted 
undelines indicate less exact but still recognisable correspondences in 
meaning.] 


Example 1: The following passage, found near the beginning of the 
‘book of minerals’, is based almost entirely on the Sia. Here we 
see how Barhebraeus succeeds in shortening his source passage with- 
out omitting any of the essential points. 


Cream of Wisdom, De mineralibus, chapter I, section 1, theory 2, MS 
Laur. or. 83, 51v bl0—52r a 11. 


mir. ow Kam ri chm heaga m. awa soam mi une wr hdd GA eae (re). ahha 
imams eral eu, aar ene sew (1). at otho Raka pr ode (>). tadi) enmi wastana 
re rises Rio cuim o3 ur (2). edhe a. ges mnl Rama bis ce pronis. uti dunk takas 
mes mak mm wali whey Kae nui m àw clas mula ad) exis mund emos wlio 

cen, au stāms wu m, aad ed ecce aad (A) asu rw be ethos ar wheats ac. cake 

vas host haian go rire (1). hua wim Kame wor mune wis hia utma thon. reti ansi 
plas thine ren xac mas mhlima lasiw mis duwa . ham manbo aidu aux dais ehti mina) wor 


et am toe rca Qu 


The opening sentence, [=], is a paraphrase of the following sentence 


of the Sifr. 


Cream of Wisdom [x]: “Pure earth does not usually turn into stone, 


Wizarat at-laqafa, 1965, = “Cairo edition”), 3.9—10: 


da SL! Lasaia Y Leale el edhe SY pee Y eet GY! ole SY! ca el Uy ay 


We say: In most cases, unadulterated earth is not petrified, because 


rather its crumbling. 


The first part of [=] may be considered a summary of the first of the 
two passages of the Sia? quoted below, into which a phrase taken 
from the second (a passage in the part summing up the discussion on 
the formation of stones) has been inserted. 


Cream of Wisdom I=}: “Stones are formed in two ways: [1] Firstly, by 
way of baking of glutinous clay in the sun—as we see in the case of 
soft stones, which are intermediate between stone and clay at first, and 
later become. hard.” 
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ps ple Li g eR ESI J Le Lease! 5S}! ces cages ple AS! pā Blast Ll s 
opal! ee oss Lge AS Le Esa IL aga! cus Gg Sty aal IAS OL) spall 
à ea om ha odla aall oes Lk Y i cesis y cies oddl Gee SS SUL uà IL 
Si ai pi SST Va cuins LR D 5] SE ed Là Cs 5l SUE Ca ollis Lael sly la sus 


Stones are formed, usually, in two ways: (i) through baking? and (ii) 
through congelation. Many stones are formed from a substance in 
which earthiness predominates, while many of them are formed from 
a substance in which wateriness predominates. Clay often dries and is 
transformed first into something [intermediate] between stone and clay, 


(type of) clay for that (purpose) is that which is glutinous. For if it is 
not glutinous it usually crumbles before it is petrified. 

Sift, ibid., 4.18—9: 

3 rem han das pa atl alios Lal g gedi 5 poll pled) paaa 33] laati gata 


gle ciis 


Stones are formed, therefore, either by baking of glutinous clay in the 
sun, or by the solidification of wateriness by a drying, earthy nature, 
or a hot, desiccating cause. 


In the second part of [2], the opening phrase “secondly by way of 
congelation" takes up the phrase at Sif? 3.11 (see above). The rest of 
the passage summarises Sfi? 4.1-13. The reader will, I believe, agree 
that Barhebraeus succeeds here in summarising fairly accurately and 
succinctly a passage of Ibn Sina which is long-winded and often difficult 
to follow. 


Cream of Wisdom [5/2]: “Secondly, by way of congelation of water, as 


te ga aes LaS yf deas Las ell sees Sí Lemuel oen ole Ghd ell us ša! SS aris 
Lgs plašu Led «uas sls ramp dā g peed, Cua deg pla e o OM a pd Xa eaa SI 
oma halg sema g GATIS] lā cbs aa gut aA lol! Ua Qos gi Lem shale alia quia he 
dann kis Syd on YG! SE Lau Lalai LT usce Ue uà aie! «Loss Se Gs Gee oA jl ule 
paill liag GSU) e alās vase Lals pod pp āga Gl i Lead! SGSI Leo si spect LE JL! 
sll aal ple Lea JY Cale cli ad 4S3 Sí Scu aaa Ladda Bei a sagem DIS DĪ Sena 
ud gl GS UTE gat phe Ss ed Glo sā gga ERIS dad Los Yi lā GL li sa 
gl osian pall as Cali vē Jl pall bs calis Leal LE Gd ES le SS ye RT aS ule Uo edt 

Aux Cook baol iio Lula Maus j| S34 S3 colL Sas DĪ seas Dale H as G Si Soi 


„izt M! ed. Cairo, v. infra, sect. IV.2. 
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A stone may be formed from running water in two ways. (i) Water 
congeals in its entirety as it drips or flows. (i1) There is deposited from 
(the water) as it flows something which adheres to the surface of its 
channel and petrifies. It has been observed how a portion of running 
water, dripping on to a certain place, solidifies into stone or pebbles 
of different colours. Dripping water has been seen which, when extracted, 


immediately solidifies into stone. We then also know that that earth 
has a mineralising power, which turns what is liquid into a solid. The 
bases for the formation of stones are either a glutinous clayey sub- 
stance or a substance in which wateriness predominates. The conge- 
lation of the latter category may occur [1] because of a mineralising, 
solidifying power; [it] it may occur (when) earthiness has come to pre- 
dominate over it in the (same) way as that in which salt is solidified, 
(namely) in that the earthiness predominates in it by (its) power and 
not by (its) quantity. Even if it 1s not in the manner of the quality of 
the earth which 1s in salt, but of a different quality, nevertheless they 
are similar in that (earthiness) gains mastery through the help of (a) 


heat], so that earthiness predominates through a cold, dry power which 
helps it.” 

In part [x], Barhebraeus reproduces the following passage of the Sifa, 
which occurs between the passages corresponding to [5/1] and [5/2] 
in the $i, and adds to this, in [7], an observation of his own. 
Cream of Wisdom l3: “The princely doctor [saba rēšānā = Arab. as- 
Sayh ar-ra'is, i.e., Ibn Sina] has recounted how, when. [he was]..a..child, 


he saw on the banks of the [river] Gihon clay [used for] washing the 


monastery which was being built beside Melitene, and saw in front of 
the builders a single block of hard stone in which (pieces of) pottery 
and coal were mixed." 


Sif, ibid., 3.15-17: 


Scal ad cce hà v alls cos ej Laudo gl Oph! Gui DLS eel ga Cid gab (Là Lal a 


ouai Ca oli p BOG pe aa jā dali g al pā; Luca aa dd 


twenty-three years. 


Example 2: Barhebraeus frequently combines materials taken from 
different sources in a single passage, as he does below with materi- 
als taken from the Sifi? and the Syriac version of Nicolaus (under- 
line: agreement with Nicolaus; italics: agreement with Sifa’). 
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Cream of Wisdom, Min. 11.3.1, Laur. or. 83, 55v a8-15: 


. wua^l Reme spe amm . meh miaran. Äe wap hay us. Rot adi pteda orate «alioa 
tad ramus Radi mixes amm . buscada cams vedi pai o3 mosse . mami aac mio 


. vami wA sasiga . xma sas mix arda 


(1) Movements of the earth are frequent and great at night because of 
the condensation by coldness of (the earth's) surface" (2) and also at dawn, 


Gt). (3) During the day, the movements occur most at noon, because [at 
noon] the heat attracts the exhalation with vigor, [and at the same time] 


up,^ and [so] does not allow [fem.] (the exhalation) to escape. 
Nic. syr. 37 [367r].25-29: 


reat haula rám culis Woes. 26/ eame us alba owns eL iota onum pam radis or ah 
dux, messem . eai hania roam dunes Aux, wnn , tml pam ut 27 / (cesso ] eem . eaa cma es uds 
wan . ami Is} ZO /[:ard]s sā reiha) ams i engon aina kaka) sate xus vnam 28/[--]o 


seram acce os rel. reaal supe moesax GO/ so axe cnim rai Woe. eae acm ema eat pa 


[27— 5: fort. «xe», cf. Bul. sap. loc. cit. supra || 29 «xw: fort. 
«+ legend., cf. Olympiodori In Arist. Mete. commentarii versionem 
arabicum, ed. Badawi [1971, ut n. 56 infra], 136.12 J] 

(1) Furthermore, movements of the earth are frequent and great at 
night, more [so] than during the day, because the absence of wind 
occurs more at night than during the day. (3) During the day, they 
occur at noon; for then the absence of wind occurs more; for the sun 


dawn, because at this time the sun sheds [?] and causes wind to move, 
but 1s unable to dissipate (it). 
Sya, al-Ma'adin, ed. cit. 18.6-8: 
DUA leet Ss g LA cu aids (ou MI cay adl CEA Ma ASYE a Ks ell, 
saali iss cula grat 10 apli Balej e VIE ea ijas ga lel yall ccs kadiem 


earth and the return of the coldness towards its interior by way of 
succession [ta'āgub]. 


> b-yad mrasspānūt gurrā appēh. The Arabicising construction of the phrase mir- 
rors that of Ibn Sina’s l-tahsifi l-bardi (subjective gen.) wagha (acc.) l-ardi. In Syriac 
one might have expected /-appēh. 

? gapda wa-myabbšā. Nic. syr.: myabbeš w-gāfēd. The more logical order of Nic. 
syr. is retained by Barhebraeus in his Candelabrum, base II, ed. J. Bakoš (Le Candélabre 
des sanctuaires de Grégoire Aboulfarad) dit Barhebraeus, PO 22/4, 24/3, Paris: Firmin- 
Didot, 1930-33), 130.1. 
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It may be seen that the order of the three parts in the Cream of 
Wisdom follows that of the 57/2, but the wording at the beginning 
of each part is closer to that of Nicolaus. In (1), Barhebraeus fol- 
lows the explanation of Ibn Sma, while in (2), where Ibn Sina gives 
no explanation, he follows Nicolaus and in (3), the explanations of 
Nicolaus and Ibn Sina have been combined. 


Example 3: In the following passage Barhebraeus inserts a phrase 
taken from Ibn Sinà in a sentence which is otherwise copied almost 
verbatim from Nicolaus (underline: agreement with Nicolaus; italics: 
agreement with Sifa’). 


Cream of Wisdom, Min. H.2.3, Laur. or. 83, 55r a10—16: 


is. whusetess ds ve os om. pam maa an. wal word elise mia lies ele 0 im. his 
| teas dnAatas nomade alsax Moss mm os ron, iah mh, ver ah 


Third [theory]: Sometimes terrifying sounds and weak? drones precede or 


sometimes also like the bellowing of a bull. This occurs because of the 
variation in the shapes of the openings of the earth. 
Nic. syr. 40 [368v].7-8, 9-11: 


dupes 10/ la vum m mis snm 9// oreo are B/ water ead woos cca laxe ooh mioa wie 


maie (uda&us enamn 11/ alaax Mya modam pr mam ahi whe WE pī c 


[9 ==: 2% cod.] 


the bellowing of a bull. This occurs because of the variation in the 
shape [sg.] of the openings of the earth. 

Šifā”, al-Mdādin, ed. cit. 17.14—15: et te Joris Ula mlse ae Laos 
Sometimes there occur terrifying sounds and a drone [dawiy] which 
indicates the severity of the wind. 


? The order “night-noon-dawn” of Nicolaus is in agreement with Arist. Mete. 
366a13—23, and Alexander Aphrodisiensis, /n Aristotelis Meteorologicorum libros commen- 
laria, ed. M. Hayduck, CAG 3/3 (Berlin: G. Reimer, 1899), 117.9-22. The more 
“chronological” order “night-dawn-noon” is adopted, besides in the S7fa@ and Cream 
of Wisdom, also in the Arabic version of Olympiodorus’ commentary on Arist. Mete., 
ed. ‘A.R. Badawi in Surith ‘ala Aristū mafqida fi L-yūnānīja wa-rasa^il uhrā (Beirut: Dar 
el-Machreq, 1971), 136.8-15. There is no mention of earthquakes at dawn in the 
corresponding passage in Candelabrum II, ed. Bakoš, op. cit., 129.10—130.2, a pas- 
sage otherwise based on Nicolaus. 

? Perhaps to be understood in the sense of “low-pitched.” The addition of the 
adjective, which has no counterpart in the S7fa@’, may have been prompted by a 
desire to produce an onomatopaeic effect through the assonance of "dhile.. . mhile”. 
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The examples given above suffice to show that the Cream of Wisdom 
is not simply a paraphrase or a summary of the Sifa’. What 
Barhebraeus frequently does in composing his works is to take a par- 
ticular work—usually an Arabic work—as his model and the frame- 
work around which to build his work. He takes much of his material 
from the work he has chosen as his principal model and usually also 
follows the order of the material in his model. He then inserts into 
the framework thus provided materials taken from other sources.” 
This is precisely what he has done with the Sifa in his Cream of 
Wisdom. 

The source most extensively used after the Sia in the part of the 
Cream of Wisdom on the natural sciences is the Syriac version of 
Nicolaus’ Compendium. That Barhebraeus also made use of Greco-Syriac 
sources other than the Compendium, we may infer, for example, from 
the quotation from Theo of Alexandria's Small Commentary on Ptolemy's 
Handy Tables (Eig too npoxeipovg kavovag) found in the passage on 
the precession of the fixed stars in Min. IV.1.2.? 

Another source which is frequently used in those parts of the Cream 
of Wisdom examined so far is Kitab al-Mu'tabar of Abū l-Barakat Hibat 
Allah ibn Malka al-Bagdadi (c. 470—after 560/c. 1077-after 1164).°° 

To provide an overview of the manner in which Barhebraeus com- 
bines his sources, I list below the sources identified so far for chap- 
ters 2 and 3 of the Book of Minerals, dealing respectively with 
earthquakes, and classification and formation of minerals. 

Sif: K. aš-Šif?, Tabi'iyat, fann V, ed. Muntasir et al. (“Cairo edition”). 


AB: Abū l-Barakat, A. al-Mu'tabar, ed. Hyderabad [Serefettin Yaltkaya], 3 parts 
(Hyderabad: Da’irat al-Ma'ārif al-Utmaniya, 1357—8/1938—9). 


58 See Takahashi, “Islamische Quellen,” op. cit., section I fin.; id., “Greco-Syriac,” 
op. cit., nn. 38—42. 

? Laur. or. 83, 57v58r. Cf. Theo, Small Commentary, chap. 12, ed. A. Tihon (Le 
“Petit commentaire” de Théon d'Alexandrie aux Tables faciles de Ptolémée, StY 282, Vatican 
City: Bibl. Apost. Vaticana, 1978), 236.4—237.2. Although the passage (or at least 
its contents) is one which was also well-known to Arabic astronomers, the proximity 
of Barhebraeus’ wording to the Greek and the use in particular of transliterated 
Greek terms ó&noceAecpoctikot, 050g (and mata dar. aaa ) indicate that Barhebraeus 
must have used a Syriac, not Arabic, source here. 

© Besides in the books Min. and Mete., Barhebraeus closely follows Abū 1-Barakat, 
for example, in his refutations of astrology and alchemy at Cream of Wisdom, De 
gen. et corr. IL5 (Laur. or. 83, 44v) and IV.3 (ibid. 50r-51r), where he reproduces, 
largely verbatim, a/-Mu'tabar, ed. cit., 2:232£, 231f. 
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BK: Moses bar Kepha, Hexaemeron Commentary, MS Paris syr. 241.°! 

DM: Syriac version of Ps.-Arist. De mundo, ed. Paul de Lagarde, Analecta Syriaca 
(Leipzig, 1858; repr. Osnabrück: Zeller, 1967), 134—158. 

Nic.: Syriac version of Nicolaus, Compendium of Aristotelian Philosophy (see n. 52 above). 

ILI.1: Sif 15.4£: Nic. 35.19f. & Sif 17.1; Nic. 35.20—23; Nic. 35.2631. 

II.1.2: Nic. 36.13-16; Nic. 36.16-19. 

II.1.3: Nic. 36.21-23, 30. 

IL1.4: Nic. 35.31—36.7, 11-13; Nic. 36.2021; 36.30—37.4. : 

II.2.l: Nic. 37.4£; 37.5-10; Sif 15.6£; Sif 16.1—4 & Nic. 37.11f., 16-19; Sif. 15.8f.; 
Nic. 39.6-8, 16. 

11.2.2: Sif. 17. 7b; Sif. 17.8-10 (& BK 192v b ult.-193r a25?, & DM 146.130); Sif. 
17.10—14 (& DM 145.17- -20?); Nic. 38.22f. 

11.2.3: Nic. 40.7f., 9-12; Sif 17.15f. (& DM 146.18—22?); Nic. 40.13-17& Sif 
19.11-14. 

11.2.4: Sif 17.17-19; Nic. 41.14—17. 

IL3.1: Nic. 37.19f.; Nic. 37.20—24 & Nic. 39.16f., 22-27; Sif 18.3f. & Nic. 38.25-39.2; 
Nic. 35.27-29 & Sif. 18.6-8. 

11.3.2: Nic. 37.30-38.1 & Sif 18.911; Sif 18.14—18 & Nic. 38.6-10; Nic. 38.1f., 
5f. 

11.3.3: Sif 18.19—19.2 (& Nic. 39.2730, 39.32—40.3). 

II.3.4: Nic. 40.3—7 (& Nic. 37.10—12); Sif 19.l4f. & BK 192r b5—7, 192r b18- 
v al2? 

IIL1.1: Sif. 20.4-5; AB II.229.21; Sif. 20.15-18. 

III.1.2: Sif 20.10—12; Nic. 60.5-7; Sif. 20.12-14. 

IIL1.3: Sy. 21.3-4; Sif 21.12. 

IIL 1.4: Sif 21.5—6; Sif. 21.6—9. 

IIL1.5: Sif 20.5— -9 & AB IL230.1- 3; - 

IIL2.1: AB 1L230.17 & Sif. 21.10; AB 11.230. 17£; AB 11.230.19 & Sif 21.136; AB 
1I.230.18£. (& 230.4); AB II. 230. I9f. (& Sif: 21.14f., 17). 

IIL2.2: Sif. 21.15; Sif. 21.16-18; Sif. 21. 18f; Sif. 21.19- 22.2. 

III.2.3: Sof’ 22.26; Sif. 22.35; Sif 22.5f.; Sif. 29.60; Sif 22.8f. & AB 1L231.8-10; 
Sif: 22.911. 

IIL3.1: Sif. 22.11-15; Sif. 22.16— 23.4 (& 23.577). 

IIL3.2: Sif 23.2— 4 & 23.7- 10; Sif. 23.5 & 23.10-11; Sif 23.7-9. 

IIL3.3: AB 1LI.230.24—231.3; AB IL231. 3£; AB II. 231.12- 17; AB IL231.17f. 


IV. The Significance of Barhebraeus for Avicennan Studies 


1. As a thirteenth-century commentator on Ibn Sīnā*s works 


It will be clear by now that for Barhebraeus, as for his Islamic con- 
temporaries, philosophy meant, essentially, the philosophy of Ibn 
Sina, the man whom he calls, following the Arabic tradition, saba 


9 Cf. the German translation of L. Schlimme, Der Hexaemeronkommentar des Moses 
bar Kepha, GOF.S 14, 2 vols. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1977), where the folio num- 
bers of this MS are given in the margin. 
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rēšānā (= as-Sayh ar-rdīs)* and “the best of the moderns” (myattrā da- 
hrayé = afdal al-muta ahhirīn).® 

The question as to whether Barhebraeus himself endorses the philo- 
sophical views of Ibn Sinà 1s one which cannot be entered into in 
great detail here.** Leaving aside the few instances where Barhebraeus 
contradicts Ibn Sma on matters of detail in his purely philosophical 
works, it has been noted that there is a clear dichotomy between 
the views taken in his philosophical works and in his theological 
works, as exemplified by his acceptance of the philosophers’ view 
concerning the eternity of the world in his Discourse of Wisdom and 
Cream of Wisdom on the one hand and his rejection of it in his 
Candelabrum on the other. To say with G. Furlani that Barhebraeus’ 
philosophical and theological works were written for differerent pur- 
poses with different audiences in mind** does not solve the question 
as to what views Barhebracus himself held on such matters and on 
philosophy in general. H. Janssens suggested that the contradictions 
in Barhebraeus’ works were due to real doubts and wavering opin- 
ions on the author's part and that it was to overcome these uncer- 
tainties that Barhebraeus, like Gazālī, came to reject philosophy and 
to embrace mysticism towards the end of his life," but in pursuing 


” So in his Chronicon, ed. Bedjan, op. cit., 219.15 and Cream of Wisdom, passim. 
“As-Sayh ar-ra'is^ in his Arabic history, Muhtasar ta rīk ad-duwal, ed. $ālhānī, op. cit., 
77.12, 187.1f., 189.25. 

55 Aristotle, the best of the “Ancients,” is referred to by Barhebracus simply as 
"the master” (rabban) in the Cream of Wisdom. 

ĉ It is hoped that I shall have the opportunity to deal a little more closely with 
this matter in the introduction to the partial edition of the Cream of Wisdom now 
under preparation. It has to be noted at the same time that a satisfactory answer 
to the question raised here will have to await a careful study of those parts of 
Barhebraeus* philosophical output which have yet to be edited. 

5 See H. Janssens, Entretien, 9f.; for the Cream of Wisdom, sce Mete. V.1.3, V.3.1—2. 

66 Furlani, “Di tre scritti in lingua siriaca di Barhebreo sull anima,” RSO 14 
(1934), 307. 

© Janssens, Entretien, 12-15. This view finds its support in an “autobiographical” 
passage in Barhebraeus’ mystical-ascetical work, the Book of the Dove (K. d-Vawnā, 
L. Columbae), which is in itself reminiscent of the autobiographical account in Gazali’s 
al-Munqid min ad-dalal and in which Barhebraeus describes how he had at one time 
dedicated himself to the study of the “Greek” sciences, but failing to find satisfac- 
tion in these had turned to the writings of the mystics. In connection with Barhebraeus’ 
relationship to Gazālī, it should be mentioned that, whereas he is very much an 
Avicennan in his philosophical works, his major work on moral-mystical theology, 
the Ethicon, is modelled on Gazali’s Lhya ‘uliim ad-dīn (see Teule, Ethicon, versio 
xxx-xxxii, 112-145). In view of the contrast that has sometimes been drawn between 
the approaches of Ibn Sina and Gazālī as being those, respectively, of a physician 
and a jurist, it is also worth noting that, while Barhebraeus was a physician by 
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this line we encounter the difficulty that the last major work 
Barhebraeus wrote was not one of his mystical works, but his longest 
exposition of Aristotelian-Avicennan philosophy, the Cream of Wisdom. 

Whatever his real attitude to philosophy, the philosophical works 
of Barhebraeus that we have been discussing leave us līttle doubt 
that he had an interest in and a good understanding of philosophy. 
While these philosophical works were not written specifically as com- 
mentaries on Ibn Sina’s works, they contain numerous passages which 
are translations and summaries of Ibn Sīnā's works and because any 
form of translation or summarization involves a degree of interpre- 
tation, we see reflected in these works how a scholar of high cali- 
bre in the thirteenth century understood Ibn Sina. Barhebraeus may 
not be an “original” thinker and his interpretations of Ibn Sima usu- 
ally do no more than reflect the interpretations current in the Orient 
in his time. Nevertheless, his clear prose style and his skills in sum- 
marizing and in presenting difficult ideas in simple language? mean 
that his works can often be used as an aid in elucidating obscure 
passages of Ibn Sina.” 

One advantage Barhebraeus had over his Islamic contemporaries 
was his ability to use Syriac sources and in particular the Syriac ver- 
sions of Greek philosophical works. We have had the occasion to 


training, as a bishop and a leader of a dhimmi nation he had also to be competent 
in jurisprudence and has left us a work in that field, the Nomocanon (K. d-huddayé), 
the parts of which dealing with civil and criminal law have been found to depend 
largely on Gazālīs Aitab al-Wagiz; see C.A. Nallino, “Il diritto musulmano nel 
Nomocanone siriaco cristiano di Barhebreo," RSO 9 (1922-3), 512—580; repr. with 
corrections in id., Raccolta di scritti editi e inediti (Rome: Istituto per l'Oriente, 1942), 
4:214—290. 

* R. Duval, La littérature syriaque, 3rd ed. (Paris, 1907; repr. Amsterdam: Philo 
Press, 1970), 408: “Barhebracus est avant tout un vulgarisateur, mais c'est en méme 
temps un savant encyclopédiste qui a, à son service, une méthode claire et précise, 
une critique sagace." Janssens, Entretien, 22: “Les sections III, 18 et 19 [of the 
Discourse of Wisdom] fournissent un exemple de cette concision: Bar Hebraeus y 
développe en une seule page la thèse avicennienne de l'émanaton.... L'exposé 
présente, il est vrai, d'importantes lacunes; il n'en est pas moins remarquable que 
l'auteur ait réussi à faire connaitre en si peu de mots les points essentiels de cette 
théorie assez abstruse, et à rester clair tout en étant le plus bref possible." 

® This at any rate is the experience of the present writer, in whose case the 
apparent obscurities in Ibn Sma may be due more to his own inadequacies than 
to real obscurities on Ibn Sinà's part. Cf. Janssens, Entretien, 23: “La clarité qui car- 
actérise le style de Bar Hebraeus apparait surtout quand on compare ses oeuvres 
philosophiques avec celles d'autres écrivains syriens ou arabes: il arrive à notre 
auteur d'étre plus clair qu'Avicenne, méme dans le développement des idées qu'il 
lui emprunte. .. ." 
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note his use of the Syriac versions of the Ps.-Aristotelian De mundo 
and of Nicolaus Damascenus’ Compendium. Because these Syriac ver- 
sions are usually more faithful to the Greck originals than the Arabic 
versions, their use frequently allows Barhebraeus to produce and to 
insert into his paraphrase of Ibn Sīnā passages where he stands closer 
than Ibn Sīnā, both in content and terminology, to the original texts 
of Aristotle and other Greek authors. 

With the exception of his use of Syriac sources, Barhebraeus' 
Christianity does not play any significant role in his purely philo- 
sophical works. It 1s, of course, of prime importance in those theologi- 
cal works, where an attempt is made to combine Aristotelian-Avicennan 
philosophy with Christian theology, such as the Candelabrum and the 
Rays, the first of which has, with some justification, been compared 
to Aquinas’ Summa theologica." Despite the possibility of the contacts 
with the Franks during his time of study in the Crusader states of 
Antioch and Tripoli and perhaps also later on in Cilicia and at the 
Il-Hanid court," there are no positive indications in Barhebraeus’ 
works (philosophical-theological and historical) that he had any aware- 
ness of the developments of Latin Scholastic philosophy.” It is all 
the more interesüng, therefore, that the convergence of the same 
Christian and Aristotelian-Avicennan influences should have led 
Barhebraeus and Aquinas to compose these two comparable works 
almost exactly at the same time," even if Barhebraeus does not break 
new ground in his work in the way that the Angelic Doctor does.” 


The comparison goes back at least to E. Boré, “Analyse de l'ouvrage de Bar- 
Hebraeus intitulé Ler. 12» le Flambeau des saints," JA 2e sēr. 14 (1834), 486; see 
also Koffler, Lehre, op. cit, 26, n. 5, 199; Khoury, "Candélabre," op. cit, 12; 
P. Kawerau, Das Christenheit des Ostens, Die Religionen der Menschheit, 30 (Stuttgart: 
Kohlhammer, 1972), 63. 

"| See Koffler, Lehre, 207-9 (also Poirier, op. cit., 23, n. 4; and Zonta, “Structure,” 
927. 

? Nor, it would seem, was he aware of intellectual developments in the Byzantine 
world (see Janssens, Entretien, 34). 

5 See Furlani, “Tre scritti,” 307; Janssens, Entretien, 34. Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) 
and Barhebraeus (1225/6-1286) are almost exact contemporaries and the date of 
composition of the Summa —1267—73-—too, is very close to that of the Candelabrum, 
the two dates we have for the composition of the latter being ca. 1267 (Base II) 
and ca. 1272 (Base IV); see n. 36 above. 

™ This is, at any rate, the judgment of Antoine Torbey in his study of the 
angelologies of Barhebraeus and Thomas Aquinas, “Fi l-malà?ika, Mugārana bayna 
l-qaddis Tüma wa-Ibn al-‘Ibri,” Machriq 49 (1955), 724—735. That Barhebraeus 
himself thought he was producing something novel in the Candelabrum, if not in its 
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2. As a textual witness 


Another use of Barhebraeus’ works for Avicennan scholarship arises 
out of the fact that he wrote his works in Syriac, a language which 
has no tradition of accepting loanwords from Arabic (as opposed, it 
might be mentioned, to loanwords from Greek, in which Syriac 
abounds). This meant that, unlike commentators and paraphrasts 
writing in Arabic, Persian or Turkish, Barhebraeus could not leave 
the Arabic technical terms untranslated but had to find (or invent) 
the Syriac counterparts for these terms. Even though, with the excep- 
tion of the translation of the /sarát, what we have in Barhebraeus’ 
works are paraphrases rather than straightforward translations of Ibn 
Sīnā's works, a judicious use of these paraphrases often allows us to 
correct (or confirm) the readings in the accepted texts of Ibn Sīnā's 
works in a way analogous to the Latin translations. Indeed the Syriac 
texts of Barhebraeus are often better witnesses than the Latin transla- 
tions, firstly because he had a better knowledge of the Arabic language 
and the Arabic philosophical tradition than most Latin translators and 
secondly because Syriac, as a Semitic language, is capable of reflecting 
the Arabic original more accurately. I give two examples here. 


Example 1 


Sif@, al-Maādin, fasl 1, ed. Muntasir et al. (“Cairo edition”), 3.10f. 
Jan gle GALE 3 pak Jaca cle Leased ESI ces eee a ole ASV) (ob 3 call GLA Lally 
“ages 


[X —ed. Cairensis: +! codd. =+, et ed. Teheranensis sec. 
Muntasir et al., sed reapse. +2542! ed. Tehranensis 248.2 (et, ut suspicor, 
codd.); === Holmyard-Mandeville? 71.12, et Bahmanyar, K. at- 
Tahsil, ed. M. Mutahhari” 718.6; *conglutinatio” versio latina, Holmyard- 
Mandeville 45.5] 


Stones are formed, in most cases, in [one of] two ways: (a) by way 
of eruption [tafaēčur?] and (b) by way of congelation. 


contents at least in its genre, we may gather from the fear he expresses in the intro- 
duction to this work that someone coming across the work for the first time might 
judge it to be something foreign to the “priestly enclosures" (darātā kahnayata); 
Candelabrum, Proem, ed. Bakoš, 25.1f. 

5 EJ. Holmyard and D.C. Mandeville, Avicennae De congelatione et conglutinatione 
lapidum, being Sections of the Kitab al-Shifa (Paris: Geuthner, 1927). 

Kitab at-Tahsil (Tehran: Intišārāt-i Dānišgāh-yi Tihrān, 1375S/ 1996). 
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Cream of Wisdom, Min. 1.1.2, Laur. or. 83, 51v b 14—20 


mimi mona mum pi mare si. exem reall, cul, dūnas maio» do. aif potha waia pī oüm 


Stones are formed in two ways: (a) by way of baking [puhhara] of vis- 
cous clay in the sun... (b) by way of congelation of water. ... 


Here, even without turning to the Cream of Wisdom, the evidence 
available is generally in favor of the reading tafhīr (perhaps a coinage 
by Ibn Sina, from fahhār, “earthenware, pottery") against the read- 
ing tafagéur of the Cairo edition, but it is reassuring to have a thir- 
teenth-century witness for the former reading in a language where 
there is no ambiguity caused by the similarity of the letters 4@ and 
ģīm. The Syriac puhhàrá, itself probably a coinage by Barhebraeus 
in this sense,” mirrors exactly the Arabic tafhīr in a way that the 
Latin “conglutinatio” does not and cannot (Syr. Nphr = Arab. Vfhr; 
Syr. CuCCaCa, verbal noun of the intensive form Pael = Arab. 
taCCīC). 


Example 2 


Sif@, al-Ma'adin, fasl 1, ed. cit., 22.9—11: 
(ejat lā paroli La tias o esc Stub Toit Aiga a Taco Ce, Lag 
asia Siu 


kubi ed. Cairensis? (45% in loco ë cod. v) āzāzkālās ed. 
Teheranensis 255.5 et Holmyard-Mandeville 85.47? “2424 Garbers- 


7 Holmyard-Mandeville, 18, n. 4: “+ This word, rendered in the Latin ver- 
sion by conglutinatio, is unknown to the dictionaries. It appears to mean the con- 
version of clay into the hard form which it assumes when baked.” 

7? See R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus syriacus (Oxford: Clarendon, 1879—1901), col. 
3085. The Pael verb pahhar occurs in the relevant sense in Moses b. Kepha, Hexaemeron 
Commentary, MS Paris syr. 242, 162r, Paris syr. 311, 37v a (quoted at Bakoš, op. cit., 
84 footnote); see also Job of Edessa, Bk. of Treasures, ed. A. Mingana (An Encyclopaedia 
of Philosophical and Natural Sciences as Taught in Baghdad about A.D. 817 or Book of Treasures 
by Job of Edessa, Woodbrooke Scientific Publications, 1 (Cambridge: Heffner, 1935), 
405a 5f.; J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon, 1903), 
441b. 

” Followed by G.C. Anawati, “Arabic Alchemy,” in Encyclopedia of the History of 
Arabic Science, R. Rashed and R. Morelon (London: Routledge, 1996), 3:877: “hav- 
ing heavy clay (tagīlatun tīnatuhū)”. 

*" Cf. Abū I-Barakat, Mutabar, 2:231.10£.: 2592 Seo! sea eo 5 dc sas 
wot € (“From bad and fetid mercury, [mixed] with bad sulphur, lead is formed.”) 

8! Followed by C. Baffioni, “La tradizione araba del IV libro dei ‘Meteorologica’ 
di Aristotele," AION.S 23 (Naples: Istituto Orientali, 1980), 96.6: “mercurio impuro, 
pesante, argilloso". 
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Weyer**; “luteum”, “ponderosum et luteum" versio latina?; malim 
iub di (v. infra)] 


As for lead, it seems that it is bad in [its] mercury—its clay being 
heavy [?]—while its sulphur is bad, fetid and weak; and for this rea- 
son its solidification is not firm. 


It may be seen from the apparatus above that the phrase which 
appears as tagīlatun ftinatuhi in the Cairo edition has caused prob- 
lems for the editors of the passage. The sentence quoted is a part 
of a passage discussing how different metals are formed through the 
combination of mercury and sulphur of different qualities. The prob- 
lem with the reading of the Cairo edition lies in the fact that clay 
is not otherwise known to be a component of mercury, while with 
the reading of the Tehran edition we have the problem that z’baq 
is not feminine (hence the unwarranted emendation of Garbers-Weyer). 
The corresponding passage of the Cream of Wisdom allows us to pro- 
pose a solution which is rather different from those proposed so far. 


Cream of Wisdom, Min. 1.2.3, 57r al Of: Mys skandas auga eaea 
The mercury in lead is bad and has been killed [gtīt, corr. Arab. 
magtūl] by a clayey substance [tīnāyūtā, corr. Arab. fintya].... 


Barhebraeus evidently read the phrase in question as (agtuluhü finiya- 
tun. How mercury can be “killed” will be understood if we remem- 
ber the use of the word “alive” (Arab. hayy, cf. Eng. “quicksilver,” 
Fr. “argent vive") with reference to its fluidity.” 


3. As an intermediary for transmission of Avicennan thought to Onental 
Christians 


The decline in the fortunes of the Syrian Christians in the centuries 
following that of Barhebraeus means that we look in vain among 


* K. Garbers and J. Weyer, Quellengeschichtliches Lesebuch zur Chemie und Alchemie 
der Araber im Mittelalter, Quellengeschichtliche Lesebücher zu den Naturwissenschaften 
der Araber im Mittelalter, 1 (Hamburg: Buske, 1980), 39.13. 

5 Holmyard-Mandeville, 53.11. 

* For the use of the words “kill” and “dead” with reference to mercury, see, 

, Abū Bakr Muhammad ar-Rāzī, Aziab al-Asrar, ed. M.T. Dānišpažūh (Tehran: 
UNESCO, 13438/1964), 16.19 (tr. J. Ruska, A/- RET s Buch Geheimnis der Geheimnisse 
[Berlin: Springer, 1937], 105.16): 95» VWTINPIPHENMEY i25 (Take live mer- 
cury and ‘kill’ it with marcassite of the same weight”); ibid., 18.21 (Ruska 108.8): 
Li g Lips lens ti ia. (T [Take a ratl of the mercury to be reddened and 
the same amount of vitriol. Let it rise] until it becomes white and rises ‘dead’ and 


dry.”); ibid. 16.5 (Ruska 104.24); Abū 1-Barakāt, Mu‘tabar, 2:230.6. 


278 HIDEMI TAKAHASHI 


them for those who may be said to have made major contributions 
to the development, as opposed to the mere preservation, of the her- 
itage left by Barhebraeus. Nevertheless intellectual life did not quite 
come to a standstill among these Christian communities, and for 
those among them who had the lesiure to indulge in intellectual 
activities Barhebraeus remained an authority in all kinds of fields. 
When, for example, in the middle of the nineteenth century, Ernest 
Renan asked a Chaldean priest about the books used for the study 
of philosophy by his people, the two works mentioned by his respon- 
dent were the Isagoge and Barhebraeus’ Cream of Wisdom.? Ample evi- 
dence for the popularity and prestige enjoyed by Barhebraeus’ 
philosophical and philosophico-theological works among the Christians 
of the Syriac traditions 1s provided by the great numbers of manu- 
scripts containing these works, copied and read not only by West 
Syrians (Syriac Orthodox and Syrian Catholic) but also by East 
Syrians ("Nestorians" and Chaldeans), by Maronites® and, in Arabic 
translation, by Copts.*” 

At the same time, it might be remembered that Barhebraeus, like 
most medieval writers, was not always so scrupulous in acknowl- 


5 E. Renan, De philosophia peripatetica apud Syros commentatio historica (Paris: Durand, 
1852), 71: *quumque percontarer a presbytero quodam hujus sectae [sc. Chaldaeorum] 
Parisiis hospitante, quinam libri praecipue in scholis popularium ejus usui essent, 
primus quem memoravit fuit /sagogi, quem profundissimum difficilimumque affirmabat, 
dein Butyrum sapientiae” (see also Drossaart Lulofs/Poortman [see n. 11 above], 38). 
The identity of the “Isagogi” mentioned here will probably have to remain a mat- 
ter of conjecture, but assuming that a Syriac text is meant, the likely candidates 
are the commentary on Porphyry's Isagoge by Probus (6th c. A.D.?) and K. d-Žsāgāgī 
by the Chaldean patriarch Joseph II (1077-1124/1667—1712), the latter a work 
reportedly translated into Syriac from Arabic (there are several nineteenth-century 
copies of the former in the Chaldean monastery of Mar Antonius near Baghdad, 
see Butrus Haddad and Gak Ishaq, al-Mabtitat as-suryániya wa-l-'arabiya fi hizānat ar- 
rahbaniya al-kaldániya fi Bagdad [Baghdad: Matba‘at al-Magma‘ al-‘Ilmi al-‘Iraqi, 
1988], 1:82-84, nos. 169—171 [= olim Alqosh, Notre-Dame de Semences 51—53 
Vosté], and 172; for the latter, see Mingana, Catalogue, op. cit., 767, no. 433B-C; 
more generally on the tradition of Aristotelian logic in Syriac, see S. Brock, “The 
Syriac Commentary Tradition,” in Glosses and Commentaries, op. cit., 3-18). 

3 One might note, for example, the two manuscripts of the Arabic-Syriac Lsarat, 
Paris syr. 249 and Vat. Borg. syr. 54 (see n. 29 above), copied by the Maronite 
scholar Abraham Ecchellensis (Ibrahim al-Haqilani, 1013—1074/1605—1664). 

* Three manuscripts of the Arabic version of the Candelabrum are found in the 
library at the Coptic Patriarchate, even if the copyists of these manuscripts man- 
aged to confuse Barhebraeus with Yahya Ibn ‘Adi (G. Graf, Catalogue de manuscrits 
arabes chrétiens conservés au Caire, StT 63 [Vatican City: Bibl. Apost. Vaticana, 1934], 
212, no. 567, 228, no. 628; id. GCAL 2:276; see also Khalil Samir, “Bar Hebraeus,” 
in The Coptic Encyclopedia [New York: Macmillan etc., 1991], 345f). 
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edging his sources. This meant that the Avicennan materials con- 
tained in his writings now often carried for their Christian readers 
the weight of a revered bishop. The literature (both Syriac and 
Arabic) of the Syrian Christians subsequent to the age of Barhebracus 
remains a largely unexplored territory, but it may be expected that 
an examination of works from that period dealing with philosophi- 
cal matters in some way will reveal instances where the influence of 
Ibn Sina has entered them through the works of Barhebraeus.?? 


V. Conclusion 


The main aim of the foregoing discussion has been to remind schol- 
ars of Avicenna that there was a not negligible Syriac strand to the 
reception of Ibn Sina. The most important representative of this 
reception is Barhebraeus, the author discussed at some length here, 
and it is my hope that I have been able to show that there is much 
in the writings of the learned maphrian which will be of interest not 
only to Syriacists but also to students of Ibn Sina. 

Barhebraeus was not, however, an isolated case, and it is worth 
mentioning here two Syriac Orthodox authors who worked in the 
period immediately preceding that of Barhebraeus and who may in 
some respects be considered precursors of Barhebraeus. 

Patriarch John XII Aaron bar Ma'danī (maphrian 628/9—650 
[1231/2-52], patriarch 650—661 [1252—63]) is known to have stud- 
ied Arabic in Baghdad and has left us a collection of poems, many 
of which have little in common with traditional Syriac poetry but 
are—like many of Barhebraeus' poems—clearly inspired by Arabic 
models." Among these poems there is a piece on the soul which is 
entitled “on the noble origin of the soul and on its debasement 
through the transgression of the commandment" and which begins: 
"there descended to you from that height of holiness a comely 


*5 As examples one might remember here the two works of Daniel of Mardin 
mentioned in n. 41 above. 

8° Barhebraeus, Chron. eccl., ed. Abbeloos-Lamy, op. cit., 1:407.15-17, 411.16—413.5. 

? On Bar Ma‘dani and his works in general, see Baumstark, GSL 307f.; Graf, 
GCAL, 2:267—269; Barsaum, Lwiw, 409£; Abūnā, ALA, 490—493; Takahashi, 
"Islamischen Quelle," n. 7. 
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dove....” The piece, though not simply a paraphrase of Ibn Sīnā's 
al-Qasida al-ayniya, was clearly inspired by it.” 

The Syriac Orthodox monk Severus Jacob bar Shakko (d. 638-9/ 
1240-1]? began his study of philosophy under the East Syrian 
(“Nestorian”) John bar Z6‘bi,” continued his studies under Kamal 
ad-Din Misa ibn Yūnus (551-639/1156—1242), and worked in the 
monastery of Mar Mattai near Mosul.” In his study of Bar Shakko’s 
major work devoted to the secular sciences, the Book of Dialogues 
(K. d-diyalogo), J. Ruska found a passage dealing with the seven met- 
als which agreed almost word for word with a passage in the Ağa ib 
al-mahlūgāt of Zakarīyā” ibn Muhammad ibn Mahmid al-Oazwīnī 
(c. 600—682/1203-1283).^ An examination of a larger section of the 
Dialogues dealing with meteorology and mineralogy reveals that the 
agreement extends to most parts of that section. Since Bar Shakko 
died before Qazwini is likely to have written his works, Oazwīnī 
cannot be the source of Bar Shakko. For those passages where the 
two agree, we can, in fact, almost invariably find closely parallel pas- 
sages in Fabr ad-Din ar-Rāzīs Jab al-Mabahit al-masriqiya, which, 
in turn, is based to a large extent in the passages in question on 
Ibn Sina’s aš-Šifā”, so that these (and no doubt many other) passages 
of the Book of Dialogues may be considered a further instance of the 
reception of Ibn Sina in Syriac.* 


9! Bar Ma'danī, Poems, ed. Ph. Y. Dēlabānī in Mémré w-mushata d-sīmīn I-Mār 
Yohannan ibn Madani patriyarkā d-Antiyūkiya (Jerusalem: Dayr Mar Margūs, 1929; 
repr. Hengelo: Mar Yuhanun Kilisesi, 1980), 6-19, no. 2.3; cf. Mingana, Catalogue, 
115 (on MS Ming. syr. 441); G.B. Behnam (tr. G. Akyüz), Sur ile felsefe kucaklaseyor 
Süryaniler'de felsefik surler, Sar filozof Bar Madeni (Mardin: Mardin Kırklar Kilisesi, 
1998), 14, n. I. 

ii n Bar Shakko in general, see Baumstark, GSL 311£; Graf, GCAL 2:269; 
Barsaum, Lwlw, 404—407; Abana, ALA, 488—490; O.J. Schrier, “Name and Function 
of Jacob bar Shakko, Notes on the History of the Monastery of Mar Mattai,” in 
V Symposium Syriacum 1988, ed. R. Lavenant, OCA 236 (Rome: Pont. Institutum 
Studiorum Orientalium, 1990), 215-228; Takahashi, “Islamische Quellen," n. 6. 

3 On whom, Baumstark, GSL 310f.; Abūnā, ALA 432—434; see also H. Daiber, 
“Ein vergessener syrischer Text: Bar Zo‘bi über die Teile der Philosophie," OC 69 
(1985), 73—80; T. Mannooramparampil, John bar Zobi, Explanation of the Divine Mysteries, 
OIRSI 157 (Kottayam, 1992). 

9% Barhebraeus, Chron. eccl., ed. Abbeloos-Lamy, 2:409.14—411.15; J. Ruska, “Studien 
zu Severus bar Sakkü's ‘Buch der Dialoge," ZA 12 (1897), 23-32. 

5 Ruska, “Studien,” 157-161. 

% A closer comparison of Fahr ad-Din ar-Rāzī, Bar Shakko and Qazwini, reveals 
passages where the wording in Bar Shakko and Oazwini agree with each other 
against ar-Rāzī, so that we must, in fact, posit one more step in the line of trans- 
mission, a common (lost?) source of Bar Shakko and Oazwini which, in turn, is 
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These are just two examples and it may be expected that similar 
cases will be unearthed with the progress of research on the Syriac 
(and Christian Arabic) literature of the periods both preceding and 
following that of Barhebraeus. The Syrian Christians saw and treated 
the works of Ibn Sina largely in the same way as the Islamic major- 
ity among whom they lived, but there are certain peculiarities in 
their reception of Ibn Sinà which arise out of the fact that they pro- 
fessed a different religion and employed a different language from 
those of their Islamic contemporaries and these factors render the 
instances of reception in their works a certain fascination. It is my 
hope that I shall have the opportunity again in future to report on 
further instances of such reception and that I may perhaps have 
interested some others in joining me in explorations in this field of 
study. 


immediately dependent on al-Mabahit al-masriqiya. See ‘Takahashi, “Greco-Syriac,” 
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exclusively on earlier Syriac writers, such as Moses bar Kepha and Jacob of Edessa; 
see F. Nau, “Notice sur le Livre des Trésors de Jacques de Bartela, Evéque de 
Tagrit,” JA 9e sēr. 7 (1896), 286—331. 
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